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Preface 


This book is the result of my encounter in Hegel-interpretation 
with some originally scattered problems, which gradually orga- 
nized themselves as a confluence of problems that had best be 
considered in interconnection with each other: Was Hegel right 
about the necessity for a system in philosophy, and the *‘neces- 
sity’’ of the various parts of the system which he eventually 
constructed? Are there any essential differences between a 
‘*dialectical’’ system and an ordinary nondialectical but logi- 
cally concatenated system? What is the significance of the 
literally hundreds of paradoxical assertions to be found in 
Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit and Encyclopedia of the 
Philosophical Sciences? Could these paradoxes be associated 
with the use of a dialectical methodology, in perhaps the same 
way that the monadic assertorial proposition is connected with 
the procedures of ordinary formal logic? And if so, do the 
paradoxes which are thus generated possess any organized 
interconnections among themselves? Are the systematic con; 
nections to be found in a dialectical system susceptible to any 
kind of sui generis formalization in the way that ordinary 
thought patterns are subject to the categorizations and analyses 
of formal logic? And finally, might it not be the case that 
dialectic, paradox, and system are necessarily interrelated, so 
that, forexample, a dialectic without paradox would be suspect, 
and philosophically significant dialectical paradoxes might be 
optimally presented in a system which recaptured any natural or 
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logical organization (subordination and coordination) existing 
among themselves? 

But concentration on dialectic, the systematization of dialec- 
tic, and/or paradoxical formulations is by no means an exclu- 
sive feature of Hegel’s philosophy. It is to be found as a 
somewhat cyclical phenomenon in and out of philosophy from 
ancient times to the present. This realization led me outside the 
Hegelian system to an investigation of the problematic in its 
larger dimensions, in order to lay the theoretical foundations for 
a closer systematic investigation of the similar problematic 
embodied specifically in Hegel’s philosophy. Thus, I begin my 
analysis, somewhat analogously to the way that Hegel begins 
in the Preface to his Phenomenology, with an analysis of some 
current and historical developments in empirical science, 
mathematics, logic, and philosophy. This is followed, in chap- 
ters 2 and 3, by a theoretical reformulation of the above- 
mentioned problematic, in a fashion largely independent of any 
Hegelian moorings. And then, in chapters 4 and 5, Hegel’s 
system is presented as a result, but not necessarily the last or the 
best result, of an evolution of the problematic in question. 

The research for this book over the last six years has been 
assisted by a series of grants and awards: A sabbatical in the fall 
of 1979; a Marquette University Summer Fellowship in the 
summer of 1980; a Fulbright award to work at the Hegel-Archiv 
in Bochum, West Germany, during the academic year 1981- 
82; some released time awarded by the Executive Committee of 
my department in 1984; and a second Summer Fellowship in 
1985. I am very grateful that all these disparate powers thought 
it worthwhile to fund an investigation which seemed to lead me 
insidiously out of those parameters of Hegel scholarship I had 
been more accustomed to. But, as will be seen from chapter 5 
and the Conclusion, I have ‘‘come back” with a renewed, if 
more nuanced, appreciation of the Hegelian undertaking. 

I would like to thank Heidi Malmquist, and Wolfgang Bon- 
siepen and Walter Jaeschke, who helped me in the preparation 
of the initial German version of chapters 1-3, which was orig- 
inally published as a monograph in 1984 in Hegel-Studien; Tom 
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Rockmore, who read and critiqued an intermediate stage of the 
book; Joseph O’Malley, Michael Wreen, Michael McCanles, 
Stanley Bashkin, and Thaddeus Burch, who read and com- 
mented on certain parts of the book; Kathy Hawkins of Mar- 
quette Word Processing Services for preparation of the final 
English manuscript; and graduate assistants Bob Abele, 
Bradley Wronski, Janette Hodge, Douglas Lampshire, and 
Maureen Milligan, who proofread the various stages of the 
manuscript. The inevitable imperfections remaining cannot be 
ascribed to the assistance I have received. 


l 


Some ‘‘External 
Considerations’’ 


The inner necessity that knowing should be [philosophi- 
cal] science lies in its nature, and only the systematic 
exposition of philosophy itself provides it. But the exter- 
nal necessity, so far as it is grasped in a general way, 
setting aside accidental matters of person and motivation, 
is the same as the inner. 

—Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, Preface 


Although the internal interrelationships and organization of 
philosophical considerations are of the utmost importance, one 
should not expect a complete dissymmetry between philosophy 
and its logico-mathematical and scientific milieux; and, in fact, 
philosophical approaches or positions may receive added cor- 
roboration, if not essential demonstrative premises, from areas 
usually compartmentalized as external to the ambit of philoso- 
phy proper. With this in mind, we begin with an examination of 
certain developments in logic, mathematics, and the physical 
sciences which may have a bearing on our investigation of 
paradox and dialectic. 


Logic, Semantics, Grammar, and Paradox 


Paradoxes have generally been considered an embarrassment in 
the history of philosophy. Some classical scholars spent the best 
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part of a lifetime trying to make sense of ‘‘this statement is 
false’’ (or other variations of Eubulides’ famous ‘‘liar para- 
dox,’’ such as ‘‘all knowledge is doubtful’’ and ‘‘all rules have 
exceptions’’); and it is thought that at least one or two may have 
come to a premature demise as a result of their frustrations in 
this endeavor. 

Although such paradoxes have frequently been refuted on the 
logical-syntactical and/or semantic levels, it would seem that 
there are some antecedent grammatical problems in even formu- 
lating the paradoxes in such a way as to be susceptible to logical 
analysis. For example, it is hard to find a satisfactory formula- 
tion of the liar paradox. In the formulation, ‘“‘this statement is 
false,” the ‘‘this’’ of ordinary language does not convention- 
ally refer to the statement in which it appears but to some 
antecedent statement; so that one who hears this formulation 
may reasonably ask, ‘‘which statement?’’ In the classical for- 
mulation, *‘Epimenides the Cretan prophet says that all Cretans 
are liars,’ it may be taken for granted that Epimenides is 
referring to all ordinary Cretans and not to himself, as when a 
religious reformer states, ‘‘our church is corrupt,” referring, of 
course, to other members of the church. If Epimenides came 
right out and said, ‘‘I am a liar,” we might safely presume that 
he was referring to all his other statements, but not to this one— 
as achronic liar who comes to his senses and makes his first true 
statement about his past delinquencies (to be a liar does not 
necessarily mean that one lies all the time). Even if Epimenides 
states, ‘‘the statement I am making right now is a lie,” we may 
utilize Gilbert Ryle’s ‘‘namely-rider’’ to ask: ‘‘namely, which 
statement?’’ If he, on a sudden inspiration, draws a rectangle on 
the present page and writes within it, ‘‘The statement in the 
rectangle on page 2 of this book is false’’—we might still ask, 
‘‘which statement?’’ ‘‘We only see one statement on this 
page.’’ ‘‘Where is the false statement it’s referring to?’’ Even 
if, ina final attempt at graphic demonstration, he writes, ‘‘This 
sentence is false,’’ circles the sentence, and draws an arrow 
ascending from ‘‘This’’ and then circling back down to point to 
the circle containing the whole sentence—this would be merely 
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equivalent grammatically to saying, ‘‘This sentence, namely, 
‘This sentence is false,’ is false.” The sentence in the single 
quotes, again, could not refer to itself but, at most, to another 
implied sentence, illustrated by the use of embedded double 
quotes, thus: ‘‘This sentence, namely, ‘This sentence, namely, 
‘‘This sentence is false,’’ is false,’ is false.” And so on ad 
infinitum. Basic considerations here are that (1) all statements 
must be regarded as stating something intelligible before they 
can even be analyzed for reference; and (2) demonstrative 
pronouns or adjectives and other ostensive words cannot prop- 
erly be utilized to refer to the sentence or clause in which they 
are immediately contained, without overextending their refer- 
ential capacities (‘‘this statement is true’’ properly applies to 
some other statement, only ambiguously to itself); and (3) the 
Overextensions in question become clearly highlighted in at- 
tempts at contradictory self-reference such as the liar paradox. 

To some, it seems that a satisfactory way of representing the 
liar paradox would be to use Quine’s quotation-method “* ‘Con- 
tains a falsehood’ contains a falsehood.’’ But here again gram- 
mar enters in, because the conventions of speech seem to 
require that we add ‘‘this’’ or ‘‘this sentence’’ before the first 
instance of ‘‘contains,’’ and this addition would bring us back 
to a more recognizable and more disturbing form of the liar 
paradox. 

As regards the well-known paradox of the Barber of Seville, 
who shaves all and only those who do not shave themselves: 
when the inevitable question about whether he shaves himself 
arises, even proper formulation of the paradoxical question is 
inhibited by grammar and usage. For even if we ignore the fact 
that a barber is by definition someone who shaves someone else, 
the ‘all those’’ shaven by the Barber seems to refer by linguistic 
convention to others besides the Barber. Children and women 
are excluded by implication, and oneself is neither included nor 
excluded. A clarification of the strange-sounding formulation 
might be possible if we test it by reference to an empirical case 
in which it might conceivably be applicable: There is, let us say, 
an amateur barber in Seville who donates his time to shaving all 
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and only those who do not shave themselves, i.e., those who are 
unable or unwilling to shave themselves, but willing to be 
shaved, e.g., handicapped people and indolent youth. It 1s 
probable that he also shaves himself; but it is also possible that 
his neighbor, who is a retired barber, shaves himself and also 
the ‘‘Barber of Seville.” If one wanted to reduce ambiguity, 
‘*Man of Seville’’ could be substituted for *‘Barber of Seville,” 
and ‘‘all adult males, not including himself’’ could replace ‘*all 
those.’’ But then the paradox would disappear. (I am tempted at 
this point to introduce a second-order paradox about the phi- 
losopher who solved paradoxes for all and only those who could 
not solve paradoxes for themselves. Does he solve paradoxes 
for himself? If so, does he solve only first-order paradoxes, or 
does he also solve this second-order paradox?) 

Logical proofs have of course been offered to corroborate the 
fact that the subject in the Barber paradox cannot be assumed to 
be in the same set as the people of Seville whom he shaves; but it 
would seem that at least those who agreed to the correspondence 
between the symbolic logical formulations and the ordinary 
language translation of the symbols would be able to come to a 
conclusion on a purely grammatical basis that the question as to 
whether or not the Barber shaves himself does not even arise, 
but is a pseudo-problem, in the context of the actually given 
formulation of this ‘‘paradox.’’ 

One must entertain analogous doubts about the alleged verbal 
expressibility of Gédel’s Incompleteness Theorem in the sys- 
tem of natural numbers, considered by some to be a sophisti- 
cated modern parallel to the liar paradox, insofar as (they claim) 
it is a formula from number theory geared to proving that it is 
outside the ambit of the proof-capabilities of its own system. 
Findlay offers basically a two-step translation of Gödels theo- 
rem into English,! which can be paraphrased as follows: 


1. Let F = ‘‘We cannot prove the statement which 
is arrived at by substituting for the variable in the 
statement-form Y the name of the statement-form in 
question.” 
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2. Let G = *‘We cannot prove the statement which 
is arrived at by substituting for the variable in the 
statement-form F the name of the statement-form in 
question.’’ Then make the substitution called for in G by 
replacing the variable Y in F with the name of the 
Statement-form in question, which (says Findlay) is F 
itself. 


It is a good thing that Findlay informs us that the name of the 
statement-form ‘‘in question’ is F, because grammatically 
speaking it is not absolutely clear that “‘the name of the state- 
ment-form in question’’ has to refer to F. And so, if this be a 
valid English translation, it does not seem to clearly contain the 
paradox that we suppose to be there. The translation, of course, 
might be invalid, and Gdédel’s theorem is presumably less 
troublesome than the liar paradox in its pure mathematical 
symbolism where it is untrammeled by grammatical reference- 
problems and propositional conceptions of “‘truth.’’ 

Various escapes have been offered by philosophers to the 
befuddled mind in the face of such paradoxes—including 
Ryle’s theory of categories, Russell’s theory of types, Tarski’s 
distinction between physical-object language and various meta- 
languages, and von Neumann’s class-set distinction. But some 
disgruntled philosophers are still not satisfied, and the “‘es- 
capes” remain controversial. Quine objects to Russell’s solu- 
tion insofar as it gives rise to an infinite series of *‘universal’’ 
classes, each corresponding to higher and higher types.? Eric 
Toms challenges the characterization of Ryle’s theory as a 
‘‘linguistic’’ approach on the grounds that ‘‘a generalization 
from actual linguistic usage [aside from linguistic rules] ob- 
viously cannot be used as a principle for correcting actual 
linguistic usage.’’> Toms also argues that Ushenko’s refutation 
of the liar paradox on the grounds of ‘‘meaninglessness’’ is 
inconclusive—in spite of some mistakes made by Ushenko’s 
critics regarding the type-token distinction.* And Max Black 
assails the theory-of-types approach in general because it inval- 
idly assumes that øx is meaningful only if x does not have the 


6 PARADOX, DIALECTIC, AND SYSTEM 


value @, or anything involving @, so that self-reference be- 
comes impossible. 

P. E. B. Jourdain and Karl Popper, on the other hand, have 
tried to make the liar paradox disappear of its own accord by 
dividing it into two statements which refer to each other. (In 
Popper’s version, [1] ‘“The next assertion I am going to make is 
a true one’’; [2] “‘The last assertion I made was untrue.’’) Such 
bisected versions help to highlight the ineluctable tendency 
(discussed above) of demonstrative and ostensive terms to refer 
outward to antecedents or referents rather than to the sentence or 
clause in which they are immediately contained; but in the 
process of bisection, they also seem to substitute mere contra- 
diction for the element of vicious circularity and for the con- 
comitant appearance of self-reference that seems to be an essen- 
tial ingredient of the liar paradox and its bona fide variations. It 
is interesting to note that when Gédel’s theorem was translated 
by Findlay into the ordinary-language formulation reproduced 
above, Findlay found it necessary to replace the single theorem 
with two statements referring to each other, as Popper had to do 
with the liar paradox. 

The ‘‘set-theoretical’’ paradoxes, some steps removed from 
ordinary language and grammar, seem to result from the natural 
limitations of our logical categories and generalizations. Spe- 
cifically, they raise the question: How can a general set (e.g., 
the set of all sets with multiple members) encompass itself-as- 
general? For it seems that if s is a general set and encompasses 
‘‘itself,’’ the resultant self-encompassing set, s,, is related to s 
now as general to particular (or more general to less general), 
and thus is now not much more ‘‘self-encompassing”’ than a 
box whose outer surface encompasses its inner surface. Rus- 
sell’s type-theory, which was calculated to obviate set-theoretic 
paradoxes by erecting a rigid hierarchy of sets devised to ensure 
that no set is—or can be—a member of itself, seems to be 
simply a recognition of an already-existent situation in logic. 
But Russell’s attempt to make a logical rule about an already- 
implicit logical rule seems to have carried him beyond the 
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boundaries of logic, as Black and Ushenko, in their divergent 
critiques of the theory of types, both converged in alleging. 

If one were to try to make a rule about paradox-solutions such 
as Russell’s theory of types, which is already a logical rule 
about logical rules, he would by continuing this operation find 
himself in another category of paradox, the ‘‘paradoxes of 
infinity’ (which involve an infinite regress). Zeno’s 
‘*Achilles’’ paradox, the Lewis Carroll paradox of an infinity of 
proof-implications, Bradley’s paradox of relations, and Aris- 
totle’s famous ‘‘third man’’ argument against Plato also pur- 
portedly belong to this same category. The paradoxes of infinity 
have been taken quite seriously by Alan White, who proposed 
his ‘‘shooting-gallery’’ solution to Zeno’s Achilles,> by Rus- 
sell, who in Principia Mathematica proposed a distinction 
between rules of inference and hypothetical propositions to 
obviate the Lewis Carroll paradox, and by Toms, who refutes 
the same paradox on the grounds that the regress of inferences is 
caused by a misunderstanding of the finality of substitution and 
specification in formal logic.© But one may with reason enter- 
tain some doubts as to whether such ‘‘paradoxes of infinity’’ 
(aside from the question of their validity) are really entitled to be 
designated ‘‘paradoxes’’ at all. Something seems to be missing. 
Yes, they do illustrate limits. Just as the set-theoretic paradoxes 
illustrate the limits of the logical processes of abstraction and 
generalization, so also do the paradoxes of infinity illustrate the 
limits on our power of demonstrating and justifying relation- 
ships—whether it is a question of spatial relationships (Zeno’s 
Achilles), the relationships between ideas (Bradley’s paradox), 
or the relationships between logical antecedents and conse- 
quents (Carroll’s paradox). But there is only a minimum of self- 
reference involved, as a particular set of relations seems to 
broaden or deepen itself into an infinity of relations. And, most 
important, there is no intrinsic element of contradiction in the 
paradoxes of infinity. There is a species of extrinsic contradic- 
tion, insofar as these paradoxes come into opposition with our 
normal expectations and ways of thought. And this entitles 
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them to the designation, ‘‘paradox,’’ in the wide sense (in the 
same sense that, e.g., something that happens contrary to the 
opinion or expectations of everyone might be considered *‘para- 
doxical’’). But for paradox in the strict sense, as even the 
dictionary indicates, some type of contradictory state of affairs 
or situation of opposition must be expressed in the very words 
used. And so both self-reference and contradiction seem to be 
minimal in the paradoxes of infinity. 

Grelling’s paradoxical question—‘“‘Is ‘heterological’ hetero- 
logical?’’—is an interesting attempt to manifest both self-refer- 
ence and contradiction, but itis also grammatically engendered. 
It can be clarified, if not solved, on the grammatical level by 
attention to the use of quotation marks around a word, which 
renders that word so different from the same word without 
quotation marks that, for example, a strict grammarian would 
never even consider the possibility that “‘ “heterological’ ’’ 
could be homological to ‘‘heterological.’’ Nevertheless, it 
comes perhaps as close as any of the paradoxes to illustrating in 
a concise and intuitive way the basic thrust of paradox toward 
the use of words that almost seem to bend back upon themselves 
and seize upon some basic contradiction at their core. 

But we all know—don’t we?—that neither words nor series 
of words in sentences can bend back upon themselves in this 
way. Only consciousnesses can do that. Even if words could be 
enabled to approximate the conscious human movements of 
self-consciousness, it has seemed important, and probably is 
important for clarity, that we keep our everyday language and 
logic relatively free from self-reference. At least this seems to 
be the reasoning and motivation of the multitude of philoso- 
phers from the time of Aristotle until the present who have done 
their best to combat paradox or the possibility of paradoxical 
outcomes or solutions. 

But although many philosophers have made noble efforts to 
combat or minimize paradoxical self-reference and self- 
contradiction, success continually escapes them. Graham Priest 
contends that all the solutions that have been offered for seman- 


Some ‘‘External Considerations’’ 9 


tical and logical-syntactical paradoxes so far have been mere 
‘‘ad hoc,” aspirinlike remedies, since they give no reason for 
rejecting faulty premise(s) except that the premise(s) block the 
‘‘acceptable’’ solution.’ Should this be a cause for dismay? Eric 
Toms not only challenges the solutions to the paradoxes but 
challenges the assumption that the paradoxes are a problem. In 
Toms’s logical-ontological analyses, paradox is portrayed as an 
‘‘overnecessitated’’ result of some logical inferences—a result 
which is not embarrassing but is a positive and progressive 
development. Toms’s negative-reflective paradox—‘‘There 
are no negative facts’’’—-bears obvious similarities to the liar 
paradox, since if the statement is true, then the statement itself 
exists as at least one negative fact and falsifies itself. It helps 
show that negation and contradictions are not just logical opera- 
tions sheltered from reality, but have continual ontological 
implications: negative facts do exist. The negative-reflexive 
paradox (Toms maintains) is thus not just a challenge to be 
overcome with further advances in logical theory, but an indica- 
tion that logic in its constitutional inhibition of paradoxes is 
incomplete in its ability to express truths, some, and perhaps 
many, of which are paradoxical in nature. 

Toms suggests? that paradoxes are a problem only for ortho- 
dox logic, not for ordinary languages (physical-object lan- 
guage, electron language, sense-data language, etc.) which are 
based in reality and make or assume the appropriate distinctions 
(he assumes that such ordinary languages have the grammatical 
Capacity to represent adequately paradoxical situations). Toms 
is joined in his contentions by a few other philosophers, notably 
Stéphane Lupasco!? and George Melhuish,!! both of whom, 
although basing their arguments for a paradoxical logic pri- 
marily on logico-metaphysical considerations, make no secret 
of the fact that they receive both strong motivation, and intellec- 
tual support, from contemporary developments in mathematics 
and physics for adopting the positions they do adopt. Before 
going on to further logical and philosophical aspects of this 
question, let us take a look at some of these developments in 
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other spheres which seem to supply at least an impetus for 
reexamining the assumptions, procedures, and/or scope of tra- 
ditional nonparadoxical logic. 


Mathematics, Science, and Paradox 


As indicated above!*, Gédel’s Incompleteness Theorem bears 
an interesting resemblance to the liar’s paradox. But since it 
involves a statement from within a strong system about the 
system as a whole, it goes beyond the mere undecidability of the 
liar-type paradoxes to sweeping implications regarding system- 
limitations. It demonstrates that the very axioms which are 
meant to assure the systematic consistency of number theory 
lead, by a kind of overkill, to an ironical incompleteness. 
Predicate calculus, not pretending to such strength and consis- 
tency, ends up as apparently more complete. At least, there is 
no way to demonstrate its incompleteness in a single, neat 
formula in Gédelian fashion. But it certainly cannot encompass 
paradoxes. And this would be an incompleteness of sorts, 
unless one summarily dismisses all paradoxes as nonsensical. 
However, as I hope to show in some of the sections that follow, 
the logical and semantical paradoxes are easier to dismiss as 
nonsensical than literary, religious, and philosophical para- 
doxes. 

Variations of Gédel’s theorem and various applications to 
computers have been produced by Church, Turing, Tarski, and 
others. Lucas has suggested!? that Gddel’s Theorem applied to 
artificial intelligence systems shows that these systems are 
essentially and immutably inferior to the human mind, since 
even the most advanced computer cannot formulate the In- 
completeness Theorem about its own system. To formulate this 
theorem requires one in some sense to stand outside the material 
existence and limitations of his own system—something that 
presumably no machine can do. Even if a machine were pro- 
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grammed by some human operator to produce successive Gö- 
delian formulae ad infinitum, the machine (to speak anthropo- 
morphically) would not have the slightest awareness of the 
incompleteness of its total system, while a human operator who 
was cognizant of the finite specifications leading to the ‘‘Gö- 
delizing’’ operations would be aware of the incompleteness, 
and give formal expression to this awareness by the appropriate 
Gödelian formula. However, it is obvious that if the Gédelizing 
operations became too complex, even the most resourceful 
human being would find it impossible to comprehend the status 
of their incompleteness and give expression to them in mathe- 
matical G-formulae. And so it seems the most Lucas could 
maintain is that when minds and machines carry out operations 
of similar complexity there is an element of awareness in minds 
that cannot be discerned in machines; and that it is the mind’s 
conviction of incompleteness that enables the operator to pro- 
gram the computer to prove that incompleteness in the first 
place. This mode of argumentation is, of course, simply a 
contemporary variation on the traditional spiritualist-materialist 
controversy as to whether the mind is reducible to the brain and 
neural operations or in some fashion stands above its corporeal 
‘‘instruments’’ in a soulish way. Lucas’s argument, besides 
reflecting that old controversy, adds the interesting suggestion 
that our awareness of the incompleteness of the systems we 
construct may be a, or perhaps the, basic human characteristic. 


Quantum physicists, unlike mathematicians, are not just re- 
signed to the existence of paradoxes—they welcome and per- 
petuate hypotheses that seem paradoxical from the vantage 
point of ordinary observation and even Newtonian physics. A 
fundamental paradox of quantum physics, which goes against 
our ordinary ideas of objectivity, is presented in the ‘‘Copen- 
hagen Interpretation’ of Bohr and Heisenberg, which states 
that an observing system (i.e., the instrumentation and equip- 
ment used and the human observers) alters the observed system 
(e.g., atomic particles), so that ‘‘objective reality’’ is always 
heavily influenced by our subjective interpretive procedures 
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and devices. It is in accord with this interpretation that Heisen- 
berg tells us that the certainty produced by the ‘‘observing 
system’’ about position (or time) in subatomic particle physics 
would generate uncertainty in the measurement of momentum 
(or energy), and vice versa. Einstein and other physicists have 
considered such statements ‘‘paradoxical’’ in the pejorative 
sense of that term—i.e., highly suspicious because conflicting 
with the sort of predictability they had considered essential to 
the physical sciences. However, since the late 1930s quantum 
mechanics, whose statistical predictions have proved impec- 
cable, has been almost universally accepted; and its possible 
independence of Newtonian ideas of ordinary ‘‘local’’ causality 
was dramatically demonstrated in 1964, when Bell’s theorem 
(confirmed experimentally in 1972) hypothesized a type of 
connection between the horizontal and vertical polarization of 
spatially separate particles that seems to bypass all the tradi- 
tional concepts of causal connections in space. 

In contemporary microphysical experiments and analyses, 
paradoxical events take place as a matter of course: in accord 
with Bohr’s complementarity principle, the same physical real- 
ity may be interpreted as either a particle or a wave at different 
times or from different points of view; causes (as depicted by 
Feynman diagrams) are charted as coming after their effects; a 
positron traveling forward in time is equated to an electron 
traveling backwards in time; in the ‘‘vacuum diagrams’’ in- 
stantaneous reactions come out of nothingness and disappear; 
according to the time-reversal principle, a process must be 
reversible in time in order to be possible; entities like photons— 
described by Heisenberg as ‘‘in the middle’’ between pos- 
sibility and reality—are taken for granted; the smallest particles 
are destructible in collision experiments but indestructible inso- 
far as they are reconstituted by the energy generated in the 
collision; matter can be treated as a continuous field or as 
discontinuous particles; and, in general, electrons, protons, 
neutrons, photons, and other particles seem to be implicated in 
one another in much the same way that opposites and contradic- 
tions are mutually implicated in paradoxes. And so it is not 
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surprising that the very existence of quantum physics is taken by 
some as one of the chief corroborations from the contemporary 
world of science that a paradoxical worldview is no longer to be 
avoided as absurd or unsophisticated. 

If quantum physics had to do with first-order (physical) 
realities, in the way that Newtonian physics has to do, such 
conclusions would seem to be warranted. Erwin Schrödinger 
Originally interpreted electrons and other microcosmic objects 
as material waves, but Max Born in 1926 argued that the 
Schrödinger ‘‘waves’’ are really waves of probability, 1.e., 
wave-functions resulting from statistical calculations. Quantum 
physics would seem thus to be dealing primarily with second- 
order realities (probabilistic interpretations of the physical 
world). The quantum physicist does not speak (unless he forgets 
-himself momentarily) about the precise, actual momentum of 
this or that particle, or of the factual existence of virtual par- 
ticles created from a photon; rather, he speaks of the wave- 
functions on his graph-making equipment and the probabilities 
of particle momentum, emission of virtual particles, etc., that 
are predicted as a result of his calculations from these wave- 
functions. He has nothing directly to do with actually existent 
particles or waves (if they do exist) but with statistical proba- 
bilities that such-and-such an experiment with his particle ac- 
celerator will yield evidence regarding the status of particles, 
waves, etc. Possibly, as Werner Heisenberg hypothesized, the 
quantum physicist is dealing with intermediate realities— 
something analogous to Aristotle’s principle of ‘‘potency’’; or 
possibly, as John von Neumann suggested, we might character- 
ize the findings of quantum physics as a ‘“‘logical calculus,’’ 
affected by the Uncertainty Principle, and concerned specifi- 
cally with the relation between wave-functions and the proper- 
ties of physical systems. In any case, we clearly cannot utilize 
quantum physics as a springboard to leap facilely to the conclu- 
sion that ‘‘reality is paradoxical,’’ although we can at the 
minimum point to it as support for the hypothesis that subatomic 
reality subjected to mental examination and our measuring 
instruments yields paradoxical second-order results. 
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George Melhuish, concerned with applying Lupasco’s 
ground-breaking work in paradoxical logic to the physical 
world, does seem to lapse occasionally into first-order language 
about the findings of quantum physics, speaking, for example, 
of electrons no longer being subject to traditional forms of 
causation!* and the inapplicability of Cartesian coordinates to 
the physical world;!° but for the most part he portrays the 
entities of quantum mechanics as a replacement of the stable 
actualities of Newtonian physics with the old Aristotelian idea 
of potentiality, as an intermediate state between being and 
nothingness. Melhuish also takes pains to remind us that 
Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle applies not just to the sub- 
microscopic world but to the cosmos at large. And he suggests 
that the major deficiency of traditional logic in handling the 
macroscopic world is in dealing with change. Ordinary logic, 
he says, because of its very nature and presuppositions, must 
end up with a static view of the world and a staticization of 
change. And so, rather than refuting Zeno’s **Achilles’’ para- 
dox, Melhuish uses it as a kind of object-lesson to illustrate the 
deep-rooted and almost a priori tendency of traditional logic to 
consider all change embarrassingly **paradoxical’’ insofar as it 
unites opposite or contradictory states in an entity. !6 


Logico-Philosophical Considerations 


Gédel’s Incompleteness Theorem, quantum events, the Uncer- 
tainty Principle, etc., can supply no more than indirect evidence 
of some important shortcomings in traditional nonparadoxical 
logic. For more direct evidence, we have to examine the three 
foundational pillars of that logic—the laws of identity, contra- 
diction, and excluded middle. Hegel, who maintained that these 
principles were applicable only to an intermediate stage of 
thinking, was one of the first modern thinkers to challenge all 
three: 
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The maxim of Identity reads: Everything is identical 
with itself, A = A: and negatively, A cannot at the same 
time be A and not A. This maxim, instead of being a true 
law of thought, is nothing but the law of abstract under- 
standing. The propositional form itself contradicts it: for 
a proposition always promises a distinction between 
subject and predicate. !” 


A notion which possesses neither or both of two mutu- 
ally contradictory marks, e.g. a quadrangular circle, is 
held to be logically false. Now though a multiangular 
circle and a rectilineal arc no less contradict this maxim, 
geometers never hesitate to treat the circle as a polygon 
with rectilineal sides. !8 


The Maxim of Excluded Middle is the maxim of the 
definite understanding, which would fain avoid contra- 
diction, but in so doing falls into it. A must be either +A 
or —A, it says. It virtually declares in these words a third 
[neutral] A which is neither + nor —, and which at the 
Same time is yet invested with + and — characters. 


Dogmatism consists in the tenacity which draws a hard 
and fast line between certain terms and others opposite 
to them. We may see this clearly in the strict ‘‘Either- 
or’’: for instance, the world is either finite or infinite; but 
one of these two it must be. The contrary of this rigidity 
is the characteristic of all Speculative truth. . . . The 
soul is neither finite only, nor infinite only; itis really the 
one just as much as the other, and in that way neither the 
one nor the other. . . . We say of sensible things, that 
they are changeable: that is, they are, but it is equally 
true that they are not. !? 


Since Hegel’s time, specific challenges to the three logical 
laws have also come from other sectors. 


Identity: Wittgenstein in his Tractatus° suggests that there is 
something wrong with the so-called analytical truth, A = A. If 
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indeed A is simply equal to A, why bother to say anything about 
it? In order to avoid such useless tautologies, Wittgenstein 
proposes, with tongue-in-cheek, that we content ourselves with 
saying, A = ?. The result of such considerations in Aristotelian 
syllogistic logic is the so-called ‘‘paradox of judgment’: ‘*S is 
P’’ can only be meaningful if S and P are different; but then *‘S 
= P’’ is false. The ordinary means for establishing a relation of 
syllogistic identity-in-difference is the utilization of a “‘middle 
term.’’ But this solution relies on the fact that the middle term 
is, ina sense, reflexive,?! i.e., both relates and is the term being 
related, even though logic, which militates against proposi- 
tional self-reference, certainly also militates against a single 
term being self-referential, as is indicated by the Lewis Carroll 
paradox. In recognition of the fact that relationships of ‘‘iden- 
tity’’ entail difference, when Hegel on certain occasions wanted 
to give a concrete example of the mediations of dialectic, he 
pointed for elucidation to the standard Aristotelian syllogism, in 
which the subject, via a middle term, is at one and the same time 
different from the predicate and identical with the predicate. 
And when we proceed beyond A = A and S is P to the p = p of 
formal logic, we must still face the question raised by Lewis 
Carroll’s paradox: If the conclusion doesn’t say something 
different from the premises, it is not worth saying; but, when we 
do say something different, how do we ever get beyond the 
premises to the conclusion which differs from it? 


Noncontradiction: The most conservative challenge to the 
hegemony of the law of noncontradiction (NC) comes from 
Nicholas Rescher, who, unlike Toms, maintains a rigid distinc- 
tion between thought and mundane reality, a distinction which 
enables him to theorize about inconsistent worlds in which NC 
does not hold.?* If we reason about inconsistent worlds, says 
Rescher, our thought can still be consistent. In effect, Rescher 
handles contradictions and also paradoxes in the way that the 
Everet-Wheeler hypothesis handles the unorthodox supposi- 
tions of quantum physics: by positing other worlds—contradic- 
tory worlds—which serve to separate contradictory elements 
that would be embarrassing and unmanageable if they referred 
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to our present world. Rescher’s Logic of Inconsistency results in 
overdetermined disjunction-worlds in which [P],, U w, = + 

iff [P],, = + or [P],, = + (‘the proposition P obtains in the 
disjunction-worlds if and only if it obtains either in world #1 or 
in world #2’’). But even in Rescher’s ‘‘overdetermined’’ 
worlds, there are both inconsistent types of inconsistencies and 
consistent types (a result which is itself a logical and possibly a 
logico-philosophical paradox). And in general, Rescher insists 
that his conclusions completely accord with the rules of classi- 
cal formal logic. 

But even with regard to our present and actual world, we 
might ask whether the law of contradiction ever finds a *‘pure’’ 
application. If it does, then a pencil cannot be both round and 
not-round, a hermaphrodite cannot be both male and nonmale, 
an American traitor cannot be both American and non-Ameri- 
can, a moral choice cannot be both necessitated and not-neces- 
sitated, an ambivert cannot be both an extrovert and a nonex- 
trovert, and so on. The Aristotelian qualification, ‘‘in different 
respects,’’ does not really solve the logical predicament here, 
because ‘‘in different respects’’ does not just weaken the 
‘‘non-’’ or ‘‘not-’’ but absolutely contradicts the thrust of the 
principle of contradiction, which was devised to prevent any 
coexistence of incompatible predicates. If, for example, we 
were to try to say that Socrates is mortal in certain respects and 
immortal in other respects, we could do so only by splitting up 
Socrates so severely as to strike a fatal blow to his personal 
unity. If we were to try to salvage this situation by modifying 
our contention to the mere contention that Socrates’ body is 
mortal while his soul is immortal, we would solve the contradic- 
tion only to raise a new question and another potential contra- 
diction: namely, which one 1s Socrates? his body or soul? 
(Plato, by equating Socrates with his soul, avoided this sort of 
question; but Aristotle’s mortal/immortal, body/soul human 
composite broached the question anew.) One who accepts NC 
in its rigor, although he may be unconscious of the fact, has a 
“‘vested interest’’ in seeing and portraying the world as black 
and white—overlooking any shades of gray, which would 
inevitably involve us in ‘‘paradoxes.’’ Going beyond such 
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intuitive considerations, Toms argues?? that since the Rule of 
Inference, ~ p v q, p, .. q presupposes the law of NC, it is 
invalid to ‘‘prove” NC, i.e., to infer it, as is the convention, ata 
late stage of the propositional calculus, at which NC is already 
accepted and presupposed and utilized in proofs. The essence of 
NC, says Toms, is p e ~~ p. But ~~ p cannot be inferred 
either by Modus ponens or by intuition. Toms also argues that 
logical negation comes into conflict with the ‘‘paradox of nega- 
tion’ (PN). While a negation of p usually is interpreted as 
implying nothing about the existence of p, PN implies that the 
negation of p cannot be made unless there is some positive fact 
p. One cannot, for example, deny the existence of unicorns 
unless unicorns exist as a fact to be denied. And one who, in the 
face of such considerations, would still insist that there are no 
negative facts would necessarily find himself in the throes of the 
negative-reflexive paradox, according to which his denial, as a 
second-order negative fact, would nullify the denial he is trying 
to make on the first-order level. 


Excluded middle: Toms notes that although the other two 
logical laws are reducible to the law of excluded middle (EM), 
EM itself is neither analytic nor synthetic, and could not even be 
called ‘‘tautological’’ or ‘‘trivial,’’ since the presence or ab- 
sence of tautology or triviality is by reduction determined with 
reference to EM. Presumably, Toms conjectures, EM is based 
on some nonconceptualizable, nonspeculative, nonmetaphysi- 
cal intuition. But this contradicts the logical empiricist’s restric- 
tion of intuition to sensible awareness and/or verbal awareness 
(of tautologies). And this intuition causes us to set up artificial 
and unreal dichotomies between male and nonmale, extrovert 
and introvert, etc., although in slightly different form than the 
dichotomies resulting from NC. 

Melhuish offers the traditional problem of creation ‘‘ex ni- 
hilo’’ as an example of a metaphysical problem resulting from 
the dichotomizations of EM: 


In considering the problem of creation ex nihilo, we are 
forced to maintain an actual potentiality between noth- 
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ing and something (we cannot do less), and this implies 
an active correspondence between the one state and the 
other. Yet if there is any correspondence whatsoever 
between nothing and something, then there must always 
have been such a correspondence. . . . We cannot de- 
cree that what there is came from nothing since the sheer 
unpotentiality of such a nothing would render all exis- 
tence impossible.24 


Leslie Armour, arguing that it is impossible to focus on any 
positive fact without indicating by implication its negative 
counterfacts, seconds Toms’s contention, offering numerous 
examples of the deficiency of EM.2> First-order examples 
would be the following: ‘‘Either this is a butterfly or this is not a 
butterfly.’’ (What about the egg, the chrysalis, etc.?) Or: ‘‘Ei- 
ther what I am talking about is a part of God or what I am talking 
about is not a part of God.’’ (Theologians who talk about 
qualities predicated of God per eminentiam would not be able to 
agree with this disjunction.) Armour also points to the second- 
order proposition which paraphrases EM—‘“‘Either P refers to 
Q or P does not refer to Q’’—as the primordial and paradig- 
matic example of the insufficiency of EM, since if P does not 
refer to Q, it does refer in a negative way to Q by excluding it. 

In addition to these three apparent foundational weaknesses 
in formal logic, one might mention the more widely recognized 
though still debated weakness with regard to the use of the 
universal quantifier ‘‘all’’ in predicate logic, often with mini- 
mal justification from questionable laws of induction. 


Even if we agree with some or all of the above challenges to 
traditional logic, we must be careful not to ‘‘throw out the baby 
with the bathwater’’ by construing these challenges as adequate 
grounds for extolling a nontraditional, *‘dialectical’’ (or “‘para- 
doxical’’ or ‘‘nonselective’’) logic to such an extent that ordi- 
nary logic is relegated to a minor or subservient role. Melhuish, 
although he admits that traditional ‘‘selective’’ logic presents us 
with ‘‘half the truth,’’ is so earnest in his apologetic for a 
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paradoxical logic that it is hard to see how and where the 
traditional logic would fit in, if his proposals were adopted. 
On the other hand, as Thomas Kuhn has shown with regard to 
scientific paradigms,° there is an inveterate tendency among 
established scholars to resist acceptance of the results of inves- 
tigation when these come into conflict with the prevailing para- 
digms. If this is true of the laws of science, which are sup- 
posedly most responsive to empirical input, we may suppose 
that it also applies to logic, which has been considerably dis- 
tanced from whatever empirical roots it may have had. And 
indeed Quine and other staunch supporters of the importance 
and centrality of our logical laws have pointed out the danger of 
similar conservative tendencies among philosophers and logi- 
cians. Widespread conservatism in logic would be a major 
obstacle to even a strongly substantiated dialectical logic. 


To sum up this series of ‘*external considerations’’: Grammar 
seems to be even more successful in preventing self-reference 
(affirmative or negative) than formal logic, or at least con- 
stitutes an “‘advance guard’’ against self-reference. Ordinary 
language and its grammar, however, possibly aiming at com- 
pleteness more than consistency, seem to have a much greater 
tolerance of the sorts of non-self-referential apparent contradic- 
tions that we often designate as ‘‘paradoxes.’’ At the present 
time quantum physics would seem to be a prime example of the 
ability of ordinary language (as applied to microphysical 
events) to tolerate such ‘‘inconsistencies,’’ in apparent dis- 
regard of logical laws; but some paradoxes of quantum physics 
may be only apparent paradoxes, i.e., not mere ‘‘apparent 
contradictions,’’ but true contradictions, susceptible to solution 
through further theoretical advances. If number theory by 
means of Gédel’s theorem is indeed more successful in present- 
ing a true and unassailable quasi-self-referential and quasi-self- 
negating paradox than predicate logic, this may be so because 
the Incompleteness Theorem restricts itself by design to the 
very limited domain of number theory, where the correspon- 
dence of ideas with empirical reality in the larger sense 1s not of 
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the utmost importance. The constant disputes as to logic’s 
ability or inability to handle the multitude of standard paradoxes 
seems to rise from a schizophrenic tendency on the part of logic 
to (1) be applicable to all of reality, and thus complete; and (2) 
to be rigidly consistent as a formal system, second only to 
mathematics, and thus impervious to any of the ‘‘contradic- 
tions’? which might pop up in reality—leading some logicians 
even to claims about logic’s independence from reality. Rising 
above such disputes, one suspects that logical and semantic 
paradoxes are Only apparent paradoxes, i.e., not mere ‘‘appar- 
ent’’ self-contradictions but real contradictions to be avoided. 

One reaction against perceived deficiencies in logic may be to 
investigate and/or develop an unorthodox, ‘‘dialectical’’ logic, 
more capable of dealing with, e.g., the convergence of opposite 
ideas, interpretations, or conclusions, possibly combined with 
nonvicious self-reference. We turn in chapter 2 to consider the 
grounds or possible grounds for such a dialectical logic; and the 
most convenient place to begin such a consideration is with a 
reexamination of the phenomenological origins of traditional 
logic. 


2 


Self-Consciousness 
and the 
Origins of Dialectic 


I distinguish myself from myself, and in doing so I am 
directly aware that what is distinguished from myself is 
not different {from me]. I, the selfsame being, repel 
myself from myself; but what is posited as distinct from 
me, or as unlike me, is immediately, in being so dis- 
tinguished, not a distinction for me. . . . Consciousness 
of an ‘‘other,’’ of an object in general, is itself necessarily 
self-consciousness, a reflectedness-into-self, conscious- 
ness of itself in its otherness. 

—Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, Introduction 


Ordinary Logic and the 
Subject/Object Distinction 


The phenomenological experience most fundamental to the 
emergence of traditional logic would seem to be the experience 
of the subject-object (S/O) distinction. The S/O distinction is 
taken for granted so thoroughly by us that we may easily forget 
that it is not a standard operation from the time of birth in human 
beings. Psychologists, sociologists, and cultural anthropolo- 
gists have pointed out that the orientation toward this distinction 
as we know it (with a clear and sharp differentiation of external 
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reality from consciousness, as a subjectivity separate from the 
world ‘‘out there’’) has only gradually emerged in the human 
race aS a whole, has only ‘‘come into its own’’ since the 
Renaissance and Enlightenment, and in some parts of the world 
(e.g., where animism prevails) is still only latent. With regard 
to the individual human being, developmental psychologists 
tell us that, on the average, the human infant only comes to 
make a definite and adequate distinction between the ego and 
objects in the external world during the last half of the first 
twelve months of life. The ability to make the S/O distinction 
confers on its possessor certain advantages which are indubita- 
bly relevant to the development and effective application of 
traditional logic: 

1. It makes possible the consciousness of stable objects with 
stable predicates. Prior to the advent of the S/O distinction, the 
infant or the cultural primitive does not really recognize objects 
as external to, and independent from, his own ego; as something 
that can perdure even when he takes no notice of it; or as a stable 
substratum for stable predicates to be assigned in accord with 
the laws of logic and the demands of reality. 

2. It conditions ‘‘objective’’ interpretations of reality, based 
purely on the facts and the laws of logical inference. Needless to 
say, one must resolutely differentiate everything of psychical 
Origin from external being, if he is to avoid ‘‘subjective’’ 
interpretations, and the primordial S/O distinction 1s a sine qua 
non for such differentiations. 

3. As a kind of anticurrent to objectivity of the empirical sort, 
the S/O distinction may also be said to be responsible for 
engendering a sense of freedom and power in formulating 
distinctions, criteria, ideas, and ideals in seeming independence 
of the external world—tendencies which reach their zenith in 
stoicism, skepticism, solipsism, and the pursuit of the ‘‘a pri- 
ori’’ associated with idealism. However, if, like Kant, we 
consider conformity-to-our-ideas a necessary condition for ob- 
jectivity, these same tendencies in combination with logic may 
be taken as conducive to objectivity, albeit objectivity of a 
Kantian sort (‘‘objective’’ just insofar as it is in conformity with 
our logic and concepts). 
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4. The S/O distinction is also foundational to the making of 
clear distinctions, not only between the subject-consciousness 
and its external objects, but also between the inner nature of 
objects and their appearance-to-us, between two or more ob- 
jects which we differentiate from ourselves in different ways or 
at different times, and between the so-called ‘‘subject’’ of a 
proposition (which ironically refers to some object or objec- 
tified consciousness) and the proposition’s predicate (which, 
again ironically, designates the attributes which we subjectively 
recognize in the object in question). 

5. Finally, the S/O distinction contributes to clear-cut nega- 
tions: If we consider the sort of objections that have been 
discussed above against NC and EM, we might be persuaded 
that both the origin of these principles and the problems we 
have with them can be traced in large part to the S/O distinc- 
tion. Why is it that we presuppose negation in some absolute 
sense, and the result of such negation to be absolute nothing- 
ness (which everyone admits to be a thoroughly incomprehens- 
ible idea)? Is it not because the S/O distinction itself requires 
our objects to be absolutely ‘‘other’’? It would not do, after all, 
for us to be merging ourselves with our objects or for our 
objects to be intertwining themselves with our psyche, if we 
want to be credited with scientific or even objective discourse 
and attitudes at all. Even if we were thus merged and inter- 
twined, it would behoove us not only to distance but to dis- 
tinguish and sunder ourselves from something ‘‘out there,’’ if 
we wanted to talk about it at all. 

Thus, to sum up, the S/O distinction seems to be the founda- 
tion for a long series of pivotal distinctions and negations that, 
either implicitly or in the explicit form of logical rules, help us 
to avoid a constant and intractable inrush of ambiguities—such 
as would arise when Socrates is neither mortal nor immortal, 
John is neither present nor absent, etc. 

But, granted that the S/O distinction is a great boon to the 
banishment of ambiguities, it itself is not completely clear. If it 
were impeccably clear, it would seem we should have little 
difficulty in answering a simple question like ‘‘where does the 
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subject end, and the object begin, or vice versa?’’ But it is even 
difficult to formulate the question precisely, since **end’’ and 
‘‘begin’’ belong primarily to object-language and its subdivi- 
sion, space-language; so that we are straining the tolerances of 
logic from the outset in even asking the question. However, if 
we try to bypass semantical problems for the moment and get at 
the intent of the question, which most of us can readily under- 
Stand, the very attempt at an answer helps illustrate the ambigu- 
ity of that S/O distinction that we take so readily for granted: Do 
we want to say, with Freud, that the peripheries of the ego are at 
the outer surfaces of the skin, and everything beyond is the 
nonego? Or would we prefer with some of the materialist school 
to say that consciousness for all practical purposes resides in the 
neurons or gray matter, while everything else is nonconscious 
matter? Or would we prefer to say, after the manner of some 
phenomenologists, that otherness resides just beyond ‘‘the hori- 
zons’’ of our perceptions and/or conceptualizations? If we can 
never be exact about the precise locus for the S/O distinction, 
we can harbor proportionally less hope of being exact about all 
the manifold subsidiary distinctions that seem to hinge directly 
or indirectly on that primordial distinction. 

It is in the light of this obscurely rooted but strongly affirmed 
S/O distinction that self-reference becomes problematical and 
leads, or seems to lead, to logical, semantical, or grammatical 
paradoxes. For our language and logic, constitutionally adapted 
to preserving the S/O distinction, are ill-equipped to convey the 
bending-back-upon-self that seems to be involved in self- 
reference. And one who is interested in preserving the integrity 
and clarity of our language systems may even argue convinc- 
ingly that linguistic self-reference has a potential for self- 
destruction that is worrisome and must be checked. The ancient 
symbol of the snake destroying itself by swallowing its own tail 
comes to mind. The crusader against paradoxes is no doubt 
intent on keeping language or logic from swallowing itself, so 
to speak. But since not only self-reference but also self- 
contradiction seem to be essential to the most formidable logical 
and semantic paradoxes the consummate crusader will be possi- 
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bly lenient with mere self-references as in the ‘‘paradoxes of 
infinity,’’ and focus his efforts on the aforesaid apparent com- 
binations of self-reference with self-contradiction. 

But if our crusader were successful in his onslaught, would 
he really be performing a worthwhile service for philosophy and 
logic? It seems that the interdiction of self-reference and self- 
contradiction 1s a direct result of those rules of logic and gram- 
mar that are geared to protecting a S/O distinction which falls 
short of being an absolute and unquestionable fact or value (the 
distinction between fact and value being another exemplifica- 
tion of the S/O distinction itself). It is interesting that Toms! 
proposes self-reference or self-reflection in the universe as a 
whole as a possible solution for Bradley’s paradox. Is it con- 
ceivable that self-reference is not only a cause but also (and 
possibly on a grand scale) the solution of the ‘‘problem” of 
paradox (leading us to a kind of ultimate second-order para- 
dox)? 


Reflection and Dialectic 


I would suggest (or, more precisely, reemphasize a suggestion 
made by Hegel) that the basic phenomenological condition 
germane to logic is not the S/O distinction, but consciousness in 
a more general sense.* The subject-object distinction is only 
one, albeit a major, aspect of our experience of consciousness. 
The experience of se/f-consciousness and reflection is equal in 
importance to the experience of the S/O distinction. And it is 
precisely this reflective or self-referential aspect of conscious- 
ness that ordinary logic cannot easily handle. Perhaps this 
inability is not just coincidental. For self-consciousness is that 
class which is a member of itself (so troublesome to Russell); it 
is an instance of that “‘self-thinking thought’’ that Aristotle took 
pains to relegate to a sphere beyond mundane species and 
genera. It might be profitable for us to look for some clues to an 
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understanding of paradox in self-consciousness itself, which 
seems to be the source not only for our idea of self-reference 
(whether or not this idea can be expressed in ordinary logic and 
language), but also for our idea of a viable (paradoxical) type of 
contradiction: 


Self-consciousness engenders self-reference and paradox and is 
perhaps the most fundamental of all paradoxes. Primordially, 
self-consciousness is a fusion of subject and object, such that 
the conscious subject makes itself into its own object or, con- 
versely, a particular type of object in the world grasps itself 
subjectively. Secondarily, and contingent upon this primordial 
fusion, self-consciousness makes possible a fusion of mental 
entities which would be judged merely contradictory by the 
standards of ordinary logic—namely: 

l. Unity (identity) and difference: Self-consciousness is a 
two-in-one. It requires the splitting up of a single consciousness 
into the knowing side and the known side; but the known and the 
knower are patently identical. The state of self-consciousness 
might best be described in the Hegelian mode, as an identity of 
identity and difference, in which the overarching identity is a 
second-order identity, an identity, while the subsumed identity 
is an identity, . Note that the identity, , which is contrasted with 
difference, is different from the identity, which brings identity, 
and difference together. In other words, self-consciousness is 
not just a unity of its subjective and objective aspects, but a 
unity-in-difference of its unification of these aspects and its 
differentiation of them. This overarching identity», which, un- 
like identity, , does not stand apart as something different from 
difference, seems to be the basis for the tendency of conscious- 
ness to formulate paradoxes—a tendency concerned, of course, 
with bringing together opposites in such a way that they are no 
longer opposite in their former and univocal sense. 

2. Cause and effect: Which comes first in the actualization of 
self-consciousness—the subject which does the knowing or the 
objectified ‘‘subject’’ which is known? The question is, of 
course, a chicken-or-the-egg type of question; neither is first. 
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We might say that they are “‘simultaneous,’’ except that the 
concept of simultaneity usually has meaning only in the context 
of linear, objective succession. This being the case, we should 
not expect that the propositions giving expression to the reflec- 
tions of self-consciousness should be of the same nature as, for 
example, the conclusions of Aristotelian syllogisms, in which 
the premises are construed as causally related, and prior, to the 
conclusions, and the concluding proposition 1s a kind of encap- 
sulization of this causal relationship. Rather, we should expect 
a paradoxical type of proposition in which even distant causes 
are held together with their effects in a state of dynamic reci- 
procity, approximating simultaneity. 

3. Movement and stasis: In self-consciousness there is a 
constant differentiation of the knower from the known, one 
might almost say a repulsion (in a nonpejorative sense). This is 
the ‘‘movement’’ of self-consciousness, which, of course, does 
not involve the usual first-order transition from one state to 
another. But the process of self-repulsion here requires the 
entities or aspects repelled to have a certain stability—one 
might say the highest degree of stability—ain order for this 
process of repulsion, which is constant in reflective activity, to 
take place. This fact will no doubt lead self-consciousness to be 
somewhat serious about keeping all the sacrosanct determina- 
tions and distinctions of conventional speech and concepts 
intact; but we must expect occasional paradoxical departures 
from the conventional, in which stable determinations are “‘set 
in motion,’’ so to speak, by that self-ish aspect of consciousness 
which does not seem to take seriously the rules proclaimed and 
promulgated by the other, object-oriented aspect. 

4. Being and negation: It is interesting to note that in Sartrean 
existentialism consciousness is characterized as a special type 
of nothingness (the nothingness of freedom) in contrast to the 
compactness and closedness of being (that which confronts 
consciousness as something to be negated and overcome); while 
in the philosophy of Descartes, conversely, we begin with 
consciousness as the self-evident existent, the only certain 
being there is, and use this consciousness as a test and criterion 
for anything external to consciousness, rejecting as tantamount 
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to ‘‘nothingness’’ that which does not conform to this criterion 
or pass this test. But in the act of se/f-consciousness Sartre and 
Descartes both turn out to be right: for self-consciousness 
thrives on the constant negation and annihilation of its mere 
being (if it did anything less, it would run the risk of being 
determined, unfree), but it also functions as the originating 
existent passing judgment on the reality of all objects in the 
world, including itself. Thus when Plato speaks in the Phaedo 
of the unity of life and death, or Hegel in the Logic about the 
unity of being and nothingness, the source of their insights 
seems to be the merger of such absolutely opposite concepts in 
self-consciousness. 

5. Immanence and transcendence of the ego: In self-con- 
sciousness the ego must depart from itself in a sense in order to 
circle back upon itself and ‘‘close the circuit’ to generate the 
processes of reflection. But like the man who needs something 
solid beneath him in order for him to jump, the ego cannot 
depart from itself in the context of the circuit of self- 
consciousness unless it already possesses itself and, in fact, is 
identical with itself (otherwise the act would not be conscious- 
ness of self). Likewise, self-consciousness can only hold on to 
itself by constantly ‘‘standing back from’’ itself; otherwise it 
would be arrested in mere being or immersed in the mere 
consciousness of objects, so that there would be, in effect, no 
self worth holding on to. Only something that is completely 
immanent within itself could possibly transcend itself; and only 
something which can completely distance itself from itself 
could return to lay hold on, and remain immanent in, itself. This 
final paradox of self-consciousness may perhaps give some 
intimation as to the experiential springboard for some of the 
religious paradoxes in oriental religions, and also occasionally 
in Christian mysticism, which express dissatisfaction with the 
idea of a God ‘‘out there’’ beyond the world, and strive to 
coordinate the immanence and transcendence of God in para- 
doxical ways. 


One who is convinced that ordinary logic 1s not sufficiently 
equipped to formalize or organize such specifically 
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self-conscious operations of the human psyche might feel him- 
self impelled to develop or promote a “‘dialectical’’ logic. If he 
does so, however, he will do best to maintain a certain modesty 
about the scope and application of dialectic. For example, he 
should not rush to speculate that a cause could come after its 
effect or that time could run backwards in the world as objec- 
tivized, since such speculations are only appropriate to a do- 
main such as quantum mechanics, in which (as explained by 
Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle) it is explicitly understood 
that our subjective methods and measuring devices are so inter- 
twined with the objects being studied that there is no clear-cut 
subject/object distinction. In like manner, he should not neces- 
sarily conclude that in the world as objectivized black is chang- 
ing into white, up into down, light into darkness, being into 
nothingness, etc., since it is only by dint of a great deal of self- 
conscious reflection that we begin to recognize opposites as 
changing into one another (being into nothingness, life into 
death, service into domination, etc.), and the changes that take 
place in truly Heraclitean fashion are primarily second-order 
transmutations—changes in our concepts which, in an active 
self-consciousness, sometimes take place almost ‘‘before our 
eyes.” 


Dialectic and Ordinary Logic 


To say that self-consciousness itself is the epitome or paradig- 
matic instance of the self-reference and paradoxy of conscious- 
ness is not to offer a solution for paradox, however, since 
paradox is no longer a ‘‘problem’’ where this self-reference and 
paradoxical opposition is not only accepted and recognized, but 
designated as a sine qua non condition for self-consciousness in 
the first place. The essential ‘‘problem”’ here is a second-order 
problem: the problem, of coordinating the nonparadoxical logic 
and language that result from object-oriented consciousness, 
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with the paradoxical thought processes that result from the 
reflective activities of self-consciousness. This problem, 
strictly speaking, emerges not from the side of dialectical logic, 
which is constitutionally equipped for union with its opposite, 
but from the side of ordinary, nonparadoxical logic, which is 
not positively equipped for union with its opposite,* although 
its very tendency to determine and limit, if applied to itself, 
e.g., in the extension of mathematical logic to the expression of 
Gédel’s theorem, amounts to a kind of negative preparation 
paving the way for such a union. But ordinary logic and the 
science that is its corollary have had a pivotal importance in the 
development of Western culture and must not be simply aban- 
doned. And since we must all use, and to a great extent sub- 
scribe to, this ordinary logic if we wish to avoid a state of mere 
passive mysticism, the problem turns out to be a real, impor- 
tant, and ineluctable problem,. 

The question of the projected complementarity of traditional 
logic and dialectical logic is quite speculative, since at present 
there is no standard, universally recognized, and highly devel- 
oped dialectical logic. Hegel’s logic is perhaps the closest 
approximation to such a goal; but attempts at developing and 
even formalizing dialectical logic have also been made by 
Stéphane Lupasco, Michael Kosok, Yvon Gauthier, and oth- 
ers;* and if formalization be considered proper to a dialectical 
logic (a point we must consider later in this chapter), these more 
recent attempts might be considered preferable to Hegel’s. 

Even if there were some standard and recognized dialectical 
logic, it is clear that ordinary logic and dialectical logic could 
not be ‘‘consistent’’ in the usual (ordinary logical) sense. It is 
perhaps this consideration that has led Melhuish to warn against 
compromising dialectical logic at this particular stage of its 
development. Melhuish points to the Hegelian ‘‘syntheses’’ as 
an outstanding example of compromise—an Aristotelian com- 
promise insofar as ‘‘in contrast to the dynamic contradiction of 
Heraclitus, Hegel finds it necessary to maintain that contradic- 
tion is not a final category and that transcendence of the contra- 
diction is legitimate and necessary.’ Toms points to two other 
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defects in Hegel’s system: (1) the idea of a necessary succession 
(e.g., in Hegel’s philosophy of history), which is based on the 
fallacious reasoning that if p and g are thought to be contempo- 
raneous, and if p = ~ q, the relation of p and ~gq is therefore 
automatically concluded to be one of succession; and (2) the 
further unwarranted assumption that this necessary succession 
is also a logical succession just because it is necessitated .° 

Toms’s criticisms may be valid, but Melhuish’s criticism of 
Hegel seems to misconstrue the Hegelian ‘‘syntheses’’ as simi- 
lar in nature to the syntheses of ordinary logic, which involve 
compromises resulting from discovering some ‘‘lowest com- 
mon denominator.’’ This is certainly not the case with Hegel’s 
syntheses, which do not do away with oppositions through 
compromise but preserve and transcend them (through the prin- 
ciple of Aufhebung) often in explicitly paradoxical form. The 
reference of Melhuish to Heraclitus is significant. Although he 
speaks in places of the complementarity of the two logics, 
Melhuish is most concerned with establishing a new logic in 
which, in Heraclitean fashion, indeterminacy rather than deter- 
minacy becomes paramount’ and logical discourse becomes 
applicable to a ‘‘nonselective,’’ uncircumscribed universe con- 
taining an actual infinity of things and ideas.® In his extreme 
emphasis on indeterminacy and nonselectivity, Melhuish fails 
to heed the counsel offered by Leslie Armour, a more moderate 
proponent of dialectic: 


As one attempts to put together a dialectical system, one 
must sift and sort ideas on some principle or other. . . . 
Some ideas will be rejected precisely on the ground that 
they do not lead anywhere. More importantly, if there 
are ideas which lack the required links and which lie 
within the appropriate domain, they will fail to appear in 
any scheme of this kind just because no ideas lead to 
them. Hence a dialectical logic might disguise just the 
viable ideas which opponents of the whole scheme 
might be supposed to rely on.? 
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Hegel, in contrast, insisted on the absolute necessity of 
retaining the ‘‘distinctions of the understanding’’ (produced by 
the straightforward application of ordinary logic), and opted for 
a ‘‘speculative logic’ as a synthesis of abstract logic (ordinary 
formal logic) and dialectical logic. !° In general, he looked with 
disfavor on those who thought they had found some way to 
bypass ordinary logic. This disfavor is exemplified in the Pref- 
ace to his Phenomenology and the last chapter of that work, on 
‘*Absolute Knowledge,’’ in which Hegel criticizes Schelling 
and the intuitionists and the romanticists in general, who want 
to bypass some or all of the unromantic work of logical argu- 
ment and logical distinctions. 


Systematization of Dialectical Logic? 


The above-mentioned attempts at formalizing dialectical logic 
are, of course, aimed at giving dialectical logic the sort of 
definiteness and concreteness that might prepare the way for the 
coordination and cooperation of the two logics. But serious 
objections, especially by Hegelians, have been raised because 
‘‘formalization’’ seems to be a result of a distinction between 
subject and object, form and content, that is the keynote of 
traditional logic, but is not an essential distinguishing feature of 
dialectical logic. Hegel himself emphasizes that his dialectics 
should not be considered a “*method’’ applied to some content; 
and his insistence that dialectical progressions are not just 
movements of the mind, imposed as a ‘‘method’’ upon external 
content, but progressions of the mind’s subject-matter as well, 
makes it quite probable that he would not be in favor of any 
formalization of dialectic. Certainly a proponent of dialectical 
logic should never hope to devise a proof system in which one 
could, so to say, produce the exact dialectical opposite of x, or 
to generate an exact paradoxical unity-in-distinction of x and 
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~x by following standard axioms and rules of inference. On the 
other hand, if there is any validity at all to dialectical logic, 
some sort (not necessarily the Hegelian sort) of systematization 
of it may be possible; and perhaps that is where proponents of 
dialectical logic should concentrate their efforts. But we are 
considering here only the inner necessity of dialectical-para- 
doxical thinking, abstracting for the present from the possibility 
of systematization, which will be examined in detail in chapter 
4. 


3 


Paradox and the 
Congruent Philosophical 
Expression of Dialectic 


The philosophical proposition, since it is a proposition, 
leads one to believe that the usual subject-predicate rela- 
tion obtains, as well as the usual attitude towards know- 
ing. But the philosophical content destroys this attitude 
and this opinion. . . . Only a philosophical exposition 
that rigidly excludes the usual way of relating the parts of 
a proposition could achieve the goal of plasticity... . 
The sublation of the form of the proposition must not 
happen only in an immediate manner, through the mere 
content of the proposition. On the contrary, this opposite 
movement must find explicit expression. The return of 
the Notion into itself must be set forth. . . . The proposi- 
tion should express what the True is; but essentially the 
True is Subject. As such it is merely the dialectical 
movement, the course that generates itself, going forth 
from, and returning to, itself. 

— Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, Preface 


Dialectical Logic and Paradox 


Whatever may be the proper form for a systematization of 
dialectical logic, it seems that paradox should have a certain 
centrality in that logic, perhaps analogous to the centrality of 
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the monadic assertorial propositions in ordinary logic.! For it 
is by means of paradox that we go beyond the vague idea of a 
‘tunity of opposites” (which emerged among some of the 
German idealists and the Right Hegelians and some English 
Hegelians and is still a characteristic tenet in modern ideal- 
ism)—as Hegel also went beyond that idea—to the kind of 
unity-in-distinction that seems to be called for by the exigencies 
of self-conscious reflection, as expounded above. For example, 
in Hegel’s Phenomenology the opposition of the realistic ap- 
proach and the idealistic approach to spatial and temporal pres- 
ence in the chapter on ‘‘Sense-Certainty’’ is not simply syn- 
thesized in the subsequent chapter on ‘‘Perception,’’ but is 
encapsulated in the unity-in-distinction of a paradox in the 
chapter on ‘‘Sense-Certainty,’’ namely, the paradox that the 
essential reciprocity between the ego and the spatiotemporal 
world is what we call sense-certainty; and the opposition of 
Master and Slave in the chapter on the ‘*‘Independence of Self- 
Consciousness’’ is not simply synthesized into the ‘‘Stoical 
Self-Consciousness’’ in the following chapter, but is tran- 
scended within the context of the Master-Slave dialectic itself, 
at that moment when there is a reciprocal recognition on the 
part of both Master and Slave of the paradoxical facts that the 
Master’s dependence on the Slave is a form of slavery, and that 
the Slave’s dominance over the objective world through his 
work makes him a free and independent self-consciousness, a 
Master. 

Logicians might claim that such paradoxes are the result of 
flouting the rules of logic by using terms equivocally. For 
example, they might challenge Hegel’s paradox of sense- 
certainty on grounds that sense-certainty becomes fluid and 
oscillating only because it is “‘put in motion’’ by the a priori 
sophistry of Hegel’s dialectical sorcery; and they might argue 
that the Master becomes a Slave only if one accepts, like Hegel, 
the premise that the **freedom’’ which characterizes the Master 
iS a special very abstract relation of consciousness to objects in 
the world. But the very inability of the more impeccably logical 
philosophers themselves to come up with precise and univocal 
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meanings of *‘sense certainty,” “‘freedom,’’ etc., may be taken 
as an argument negatively supporting the use of paradox to 
capture and pinpoint some of the multiple and often opposite 
meanings or implications of such terms. 


The Varieties of Paradox 


True philosophical paradoxes such as the examples from Hegel 
given above must be distinguished from logical, semantical, 
and/or grammatically generated paradoxes. The latter express 
primarily their own inability-to-express (a paradoxical situation 
that, of course, at the level of pure logic is not considered funny 
or even paradoxical). The former, however, can express ideas 
and insights that are meaningful and do not just involve the 
mind in endless sophomoric gymnastics. The latter result from 
the conventional and constitutional limits of words and the 
various connections of words allowed by the laws of grammar, 
usage, or logic. The former, in contrast, result from the peculiar 
nature of our concepts, which do not have neat boundary lines 
separating them in our mind but intermingle unashamedly with 
their opposites, and even require their opposites for definition 
and existence. 

This intermingling and mutual metamorphizing of opposites 
noticeable in philosophical paradox is also the distinguishing 
mark of religious and literary paradoxes. As Rosalie Colie puts 
it, paradox in all these forms 


exists to reject such divisions as those between 
‘‘thought’’ and ‘‘language,’’ between ‘‘thought’’ and 
‘‘feeling,’’ . . . In paradox, form and content, subject 
and object are collapsed into one, in an ultimate insis- 
tence upon the unity of being. . . . One is forced to 
fuse categories, since paradox manifestly manages at 
once to be creative and critical, at once its own subject 
and its own object, turning endlessly in upon itself. 
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One of the most forceful religious champions of paradox has 
been Kierkegaard, who contends that paradox is not only essen- 
tial to the Christian religion but is the definition of Christianity .° 
In the literary domain, some of the New Critics maintained that 
paradox is essential to poetry. In philosophy, paradox seems to 
be inseparably connected with philosophy’s traditional function 
of criticizing established meanings and values. 

The explicit use of paradox, however, is only intermittent in 
the history of philosophy: for example, by Socrates, who claims 
to know only the limitations of his own knowledge; by Plato, 
who argues that we can only know what we already know, that it 
is better to suffer injustice than to perpetuate it, that the only 
person who can be safely entrusted with political power is one 
who does not desire it, etc.; by Heraclitus, who stubbornly 
maintains not only that one cannot find stability in nature but 
also that one cannot arrest his movement long enough to say or 
conceptualize ‘‘stability’’; and in particular by Nicholas of 
Cusa and Giordano Bruno, who brought the endemic Renais- 
sance interest in paradox to a head with a metaphysical use of 
paradox which was both explicit and self-conscious. Hegel, to 
whom one could point as the major constructor of paradoxes in 
the history of philosophy, paradoxically enough does not seem 
to be conscious of any central importance of paradox in his 
system or in philosophy, but merely seems to have the para- 
doxes thrust upon him in the process of developing the dialectic 
(a fact which may arouse our suspicions as to a possible un- 
planned but inevitable connection between dialectic and para- 
dox). One could give many examples of this in Hegel, but the 
Preface of the Phenomenology will serve as an illustration. 

Hegel says there that substance-as-subject is “‘simple nega- 
tivity, and thus a splitting up of the simple’’ (Hoffmeister, ed., 
20), and is also a doubling which is ‘‘non-diverse and even the 
opposite of ordinary diversification’ (ibid.); that the form of a 
being like God is ‘‘as essential as the essence of that being” 
(ibid.); that the Absolute is ‘‘essentially a Result’’ [rather than 
an origin] (ibid., 21); that the ‘‘I’’ is unmediated mediation 
(ibid.); that purposefulness is ‘‘the unmoved, which moves 
itself’’ (ibid., 22), and ‘‘its beginning is the end, its actuality is 
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its idea or concept’’ (ibid.); that the proper refutation of a thesis 
can come only from its full development, and the proper posi- 
tive exposition of a principle involves taking a negative attitude 
to the principle (ibid., 23); that anything is ‘‘unfamiliar, just 
insofar as it is familiar’’ (ibid., 28); that the concrete becomes 
self-moving only by sundering itself and making itself non- 
actual (ibid. , 29); that Spirit is essentially the process of becom- 
ing an other to itself (ibid. , 32); that insofar as the existence of a 
being is a self-identity, it is a self-differentiation (ibid., 8); that 
science is ‘‘pure self-likeness in self-differentiation’’ (ibid.), 
concrete existence is its logical existence, and the true form is 
the development of its content (ibid., 10); and that what is 
negated in a determinate fashion has (and is) a positive content 
(ibid., 12). 

Sometimes even authors who use paradox explicitly in their 
writings do not seem to realize the full extent of paradoxes they 
are getting involved in. For example, as Colie points out,* 
Plato’s Parmenides, which is a paradigmatic example of para- 
doxical antirationalism, is entirely rationalistic in its thrust. 

But most often the challenges of philosophy to standard 
meanings and values have not been explicitly formulated as 
paradoxes, although they could be. For example, Descartes’ 
idea that objectivity is grounded in subjectivity became more 
fully expressed in Kant’s deduction of the categories of reality 
on the basis of logical operations, and then became hypos- 
tasized in the maddening Schellingian form of (+A=B, 
A=B+)/A=A,>° without any of the principals in this evolution 
being aware that they were dealing with something very para- 
doxical; and Hume’s idea that the ‘‘ought’’ must be rooted in 
some ‘‘is’’ has only gradually and intermittently led to efforts to 
represent the opposites, ‘‘ought’’ and ‘‘is, as paradoxically 
implicating each other, instead of mere attempts to reduce one 
to the other. 


Although, as noted above, there seem to be some major ‘‘family 
resemblances’’ among philosophical, religious, and literary 
paradoxes, there are also some important differences among 
these varieties of paradox that should be recognized, namely: 
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1. Philosophical paradoxes differ from religious paradoxes in 
that they do not depend on any belief-system or mystical experi- 
ence or state of enlightenment. For example, such sayings in the 
Gospel as ‘‘the first shall be last’’ and ‘‘he who loses his life 
Shall save it’’ can make sense only if one accepts the belief- 
system of the Gospel, including the doctrine of an afterlife and 
the redemptive effects of humiliation, suffering, and death; and 
Meister Eckhart’s references to man’s transformation into God 
could make sense only to one who had the sort of experiences a 
mystic like Eckhart seems to have had. In the oriental religions, 
the situation is similar: one must subscribe to a particular 
religious intuition about the place of man in the world in order to 
catch the meaning of paradoxes such as ‘‘The Spirit is within 
all, and also outside,’’ or ‘‘form is matter’’ (the Upanishads), or 
‘‘when freed from abiding (with thoughts), you are said to be 
abiding with the non-abiding’’ (the Prajnaparamita Sutras); or 
especially the striking and variegated paradoxes of the Tao te 
Ching, such as ‘“Those who know do not talk and talkers do not 
know,’’ ‘‘Choosing hardship, the Wise Man never meets with 
hardship all his life,” or ‘“‘The Wise Man, having given all he 
had, is then very rich indeed.’’ 

2. Although literary paradoxes, like philosophical para- 
doxes, are dialectical and challenge received opinions or value 
systems,® they differ in an important way from philosophical 
paradoxes insofar as they depend on insight and intuition rather 
than argument. Oxymorons such as ‘‘loving hate,” ‘‘darkness 
visible,” ‘‘traitorous trueness,’’ ‘‘loud silence,” ‘‘lonely 
crowd,”’ or ‘“‘living death,” in the very brevity which is essen- 
tial to their formulation, seem to preclude any argument what- 
soever. Presumably literary paradoxes could be argued for; but 
they would lose their aesthetic appeal and literary value if this 
happened. This is especially evident in poetry. Argument 
would trivialize and even destroy paradoxical lines such as 


Careless she is with artful care, 
Affecting to seem unaffected. 
William Congreve, Amoret 
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Or, 


for I 
Except you enthrall me, never shall be free, 
Nor ever chast, except you ravish me. 
John Donne, Lecture upon a Shadow 


and, 


He who bends to himself a Joy 
Doth the winged life destroy; 
But he who kisses the Joy as it flies 
Lives in Eternity’s sunrise. 
William Blake, Gnomic Verses, xvii, l 


Or, 


So shalt thou feed on Death, that feeds on men, 
And, Death once dead, there’s no more dying then. 
Shakespeare, Sonnets, 146 


or the following verse from T. S. Eliot: 


Midwinter spring is its own season 
Sempiternal though sodden towards sundown, 
Suspended in time, between pole and tropic. 
When the short day is brightest, with frost and fire, 
The brief sun flames the ice, on pond and ditches, 
In windless cold that is the heart’s heat, 
Reflecting in a watery mirror 
A glare that is blindness in the early afternoon. 
And glow more intense than blaze of branch, or 

brazier, 
Stirs the dumb spirit: no wind, but pentecostal fire 
In the dark time of the year... . 

From *‘Little Gidding,’’ Four Quartets 


Colie points to Shakespeare’s King Lear as an extraordinary 
clustering of all the standard Renaissance paradoxes.’ But al- 
though it is undeniable that Shakespeare portrays or illustrates a 
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whole host of paradoxes in this play, one could not say that he 
proves or demonstrates them.® 

Thus if indeed philosophical paradox is conceptual, discur- 
sive, and based on demonstration, it is to be differentiated not 
only from logical-syntactical, semantical, and/or grammatical 
paradoxes but also from religious and literary paradoxes. 

We must also be careful, finally, to distinguish philosophical 
paradox from that form of irony in which (a) some situation 
contrary or contradictory to expectations or intentions emerges; 
and (b) a dual audience is presupposed, consisting of (i) the 
initiated, the perceptive, who appreciate what is actually hap- 
pening, and (ii) the unknowing, the uninitiated who are over- 
taken by unexpected circumstances. Numerous dialectical 
developments in Hegel’s philosophy are of this nature: for ex- 
ample, when the final key to understanding man’s inner nature 
through ‘‘observation’’ turns out to be the human cranium?— 
an outcome which is expected by the phenomenological ob- 
server, but not by the psychologizing consciousness being ana- 
lyzed; or when the revolutionary consciousness finds it must 
resort to tyranny to implement its goals;!° or when the final 
decision-making power of a constitutional monarch turns out to 
be the power of dotting the z’s and crossing the ¢’s.'!! Compare 
such developments to the outcome of the Master-Slave dialec- 
tic, in which there is not just an ironical metamorphosis of 
Master into Slave and vice versa, but a reciprocal and simulta- 
neous recognition by both Master and Slave that to be a Master 
is to be a Slave, and vice versa; or to the final outcome of the 
Phenomenology as a whole, where it is demonstrated that 
Speculative Science as the ultimate unifier can transcend the 
essential differentiations of the phenomenological level only if 
it returns continually to reimmerse itself in those differentia- 
tions. 


Philosophical Paradox 


Granted that philosophical paradox is to be differentiated from 
irony and various other categories of paradox, what are the 


Paradox and the Congruent Expression of Dialectic 43 


positive, specific, intrinsic features of philosophical paradox? 
The following four seem to be central: 

1. Syzygy. Carl Jung used this astronomical term in his 
psychological theories to characterize the Conjunctio oppo- 
sitorum taking place in the personality as various opposites, 
such as masculinity and femininity, entered into a dynamic 
unity-in-distinction. We may perhaps purloin the same term as 
an appropriate descriptor of the philosophical paradox. In state- 
ments such as ‘‘Ask yourself whether you are happy and you 
cease to be so’’ (J. S. Mill), ‘‘the supreme triumph of reason is 
to cast doubt upon its own validity’ (Unamuno), “‘conscious- 
ness is that which it is not, and is not that which it is’’ (Sartre), 
‘‘what seems nothing to the intellect is the incomprehensible 
Maximum’’ (Nicholas of Cusa), or ‘“‘the reality is the ap- 
pearance” (Hegel)—there is a simultaneous conjunction of 
ideas which would not be permitted to cohabitate if the rules of 
ordinary logic and usage were being followed. 

2. Nonvicious circularity: Vicious circularity is a characteris- 
tic (and maddening) feature of the liar paradox, the Barber 
paradox, and other logical or semantic paradoxes. The cir- 
cularity of philosophical paradoxes, on the other hand, rather 
than causing frustration and obfuscation, can have the effect of 
clarification and, in some cases, almost the type of satisfaction 
that results from problem-solving. For one who follows the 
arguments in Hegel’s Logic, the notion that Being because of its 
absolute indetermination is identifiable with Nothingness, and 
that the two terms are constantly metamorphosing into each 
other, can help to clarify the traditional idea of being-in- 
general, which is so difficult to grasp conceptually; and Hegel’s 
arguments to the effect that essence and existence are as insepa- 
rable and mutually implicating as the circuit of positive and 
negative polarity in electricity helps to offset the habits of 
abstraction which lead us to treat of concepts like essence as if 
they could actually exist in isolation. !? 

3. Dynamic transcendence: In paradox we get beyond the 
mere static opposition of life and death-in-the-form-of-a- 
corpse, the mind and the-brain-as-physical-object, aculture and 
its-art-as-mere-external-product—to use a few Hegelian exam- 
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ples.!3 The emphasis in paradox is on a constructive, dynamic 
correlativity reminiscent of the paradigmatic interrelationship 
within self-consciousness of the “‘T’ and the ‘‘me.”” The mind 
which grasps, on the paradoxical level, the union of being and 
nothingness, essence and existence, appearance and reality, 
ignorance and knowledge, domination and servitude, duty and 
happiness, etc., is set-in-motion, so to speak, to reproduce 
intellectually the actual reciprocity that obtains between various 
opposites, as soon as we release them from that more isolated 
segregated state that is (paradoxically) a prerequisite for its own 
transcendence. 

4. Demonstrability: A paradox is not philosophical if it relies 
merely on religious belief or aesthetic intuitions for its accept- 
ability. If a paradox is philosophical, it must be demonstrable: 
For example, Kierkegaard’s thesis (similar in tenor to J. S. 
Mill’s cited above) that concentration on happiness brings un- 
happiness is demonstrated at length, albeit informally and indi- 
rectly, in Either/Or'*, and the first half of Hegel’s Phenomenol- 
ogy may be taken as a sustained argument for the anti-Kantian 
paradox that consciousness, far from being opposite to a thing- 
in-itself, is the unique knowing and knowable thing-in-itself. 


Philosophical Paradox and Dialectical Logic 


Finally, it would seem that while many philosophical paradoxes 
are a predictable result of a dialectical logic, there are a certain 
few paradoxes which are pivotal or central, insofar as they sum 
up or epitomize the basic insights of dialectical logic, in much 
the same way that, for example, NC and EM are intuitions that 
sum up the insights that gave rise to ordinary logic in the first 
place. The following paradoxes would seem to be central in this 
sense: 

1. There can be no similarity without difference, and maxi- 
mal similarity 1s unthinkable without maximal difference: One 
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can perhaps think of two objects in the inorganic world, e.g., 
two stones indistinguishable in shape and distinguishable only 
in position and minor discrepancies in their constituents, as the 
extreme of minimal differentiation, concomitant to some basic 
and obvious similarities. But one can also discern an extreme of 
minimal similarity, a similarity (between two beings) that is 
rather unimportant and uninteresting, although easy to compre- 
hend, e.g., the similarity of a star with a bird, in the context of 
some overarching, obvious differences. The more complex and 
interesting similarities illustrate what Teilhard de Chardin calls 
the ‘‘law of life,” namely, that “‘unity differentiates,” 1.e., that 
the most consummate examples of unity are organisms and 
consciousnesses and thinking processes, in which greater unity 
goes hand in hand with greater complexification and differentia- 
tion. An ineluctable element of differentiation is to be found 
even in the tautologies of ordinary logic, as thinkers as diverse 
as Hegel and Wittgenstein have brought out;!° and it is incon- 
testable that the differences among the ideas coordinated and 
identified in our ordinary language are even greater than the 
elementary tautological theorems of logic. But the propositions 
of ordinary logic and the statements of ordinary prose are not 
remarkable for bringing out in an explicit way the differences, 
oppositions, even contradictions which they entail. Paradoxical 
statements or propositions, on the other hand, do accomplish 
this; this is their peculiar and unique contribution to thought. In 
philosophy, the process of demonstrating these paradoxes in 
some systematic way by exploring the boundaries, so to speak, 
of language, logic, and concepts leads to a paradoxical or 
dialectical logic. This latter logic does not circumvent or super- 
sede ordinary logic but, on the contrary, depends on the validity 
of ordinary logic, the boundaries and limitations of which 
function as the precise area of its concentration, or the indis- 
pensable starting point for its investigations. 

2. There can be no difference without similarity: This is the 
counterpart and corollary of the observations in the preceding 
paragraph. Obviously, if two things were so different that they 
were worlds apart, there would be no basis for comparison, and 
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they could not even be designated ‘‘different.’’ Maximal dif- 
ferences are only able to emerge where the basis for comparison 
is evident and solid; and this implies a substantial bedrock of 
similarity. This is why a paradoxical or dialectical logic, which 
is orientated to bringing out differences in a maximal way, 1s 
correspondingly maximally dependent on ordinary logic, to 
which is entrusted the task of preserving the self-identities, the 
uniformities of words and ideas as much as is possible, in the 
face of a world without and within, which is undergoing con- 
stant changes. 

3. The primordial and paradigmatic opposition ts the unity of 
subject and object: The unity of subject and object, in which we 
are all caught up, is also so evidently a state of opposition that it 
functions as the primal intuition upon which the validity of any 
paradoxical or dialectical logic is based. The category of S/O 
unity is susceptible to its initial and primordial differentiation 
on the basis of three possibilities regarding the emphasis on S 
and O, respectively. These three possibilities can be repre- 
sented graphically as O = S, S = O, and (O = S) = (S = O): 


a. O = S: This is the schema or formula that summarizes 
the paradoxical notion that being is thought—the notion 
that in Western philosophy was originally and enigmati- 
cally formulated by Parmenides, who tells us that it is 
the same thing to be and to be thought. Perhaps the most 
illustrative contemporary application of Parmenides’ 
basic insight is to be found in Heisenberg’s Uncertainty 
Principle, which gives evidence that the entities or states 
of affairs we examine are to a great extent dependent 
upon the theories, procedures, and instruments we em- 
ploy in the examination of them. This principle, as was 
mentioned in chapter 1, has been applied primarily to 
microcosmic phenomena, but it is not limited to such 
phenomena. 

b. S = O: This formula encapsulates the revolutionary 
insight of Descartes, that thinking is existence. Perhaps 
the paradigmatic contemporary application of this in- 
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sight is to be found in psychoanalytic theories, which 
portray the conscious and free decisions and acts of 
human beings as manifestations of latent or repressed 
residues existing in some individual or collective ‘‘un- 
conscious.”’ 

c. (O = S) = (S = O): This shorthand expression, which 
is akind of dialectical synthesis of (a) and (b) above, has 
both a first-order and a second-order significance: As a 
first-order synthesis, it is typified most concretely by 
language, in which subject and object meet in a special 
and unique way, and in which all the problems attendant 
upon this meeting seem to converge. For language is a 
paradoxical unity of external and internal, sound or 
symbol and conceptual meaning; the cause of paradoxes 
(grammatical, logico-syntactical, semantical, and/or 
epistemological); the solution to paradoxes (because it 
can be used as an instrument to designate and pinpoint 
the identities and the differences that make paradox 
what it is); and the greatest obstacle to the solution both 
of verbal or logical paradoxes and of philosophical 
paradoxes (because of entrenched conventions, and the 
fact that language, science, and the function of analysis, 
as opposed to synthesis, have been accidentally inter- 
twined). 

In its second-order significance, finally, the above 
formula gives us an interesting example of the way that 
dialectical synthesis differs from the sort of synthetic 
combination that might emerge on the level of ordinary 
logic. For if we take into account the translations of S = 
O and O = S that were given above, we might take the 
third and longer formula, (O = S) = (S = O), to refer 
simply to some synthesis of organisms and conscious- 
ness, or perhaps of evolution and unconscious drives. 
But this would not be a dialectical synthesis, because it 
would not transcend its own initial levels of oppositions. 
Rather, the formula takes us into a different level en- 
tirely (i.e., the level of language), which does not ap- 
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pear arbitrarily (it does presuppose both the organic 
sphere and the sphere of consciousness, but does more 
than just fuse the opposites that it presupposed). For 
language alters the nature of the opposition and both 
defuses and intensifies the opposition which it ‘‘syn- 
thesizes.’’ 


There is some prima facie similarity between the central 
propositions just discussed and the tautological propositions 
which function as theorems in ordinary logic and are used to 
generate other propositions in accord with the laws of inference. 
However, one could not strictly characterize the central para- 
doxes of dialectical logic as *“‘theorems’’ or ‘‘axioms,’’ because 
this implies the before-and-after, antecedent-consequent, foun- 
dation-and-superstructure motif of ordinary logic. It would be 
more congruent to say that they are pivotal but nonfoundational 
paradoxes that both initiate, and will continue to be produced 
by, any paradoxical logic. 


4 


The Systematization of Dialectic 


If it can be claimed for a philosophical system that it is 
*“successful,’’ what this means is that some universal 
need of philosophy, which could not engender philoso- 
phy on its own, wended its way by a kind of instinctive 
propensity to the aforementioned system. If, on the other 
hand, the need in question had been able to bring forth 
philosophy on its own, it would have already been satis- 

fied—by creating its own system. 
—Hegel, The Difference Between Fichte’s and 
Schelling’s System of Philosophy 


Unless it is a system, a philosophy is not a scientific 
production. Unsystematic philosophizing can only be 
expected to give expression to personal peculiarities of 
mind, and has no principle for the regulation of its con- 
tents. Apart from their interdependence and organic 
union, the truths of philosophy are valueless, and must 
then be treated as baseless hypotheses, or personal con- 
victions. Yet many philosophical treatises confine them- 
selves to such an exposition of the opinions and senti- 
ments of the author. 

—Hegel, Minor Logic, $14 


Before turning in the next chapter to a consideration of Hegel’s 
dialectical system, we will consider the exigencies of a philo- 
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sophical ‘‘system’’ in general—including also dialectical sys- 
tems, but as a separate category. For if dialectic and its often 
paradoxical conclusions have a validity of their own, the possi- 
ble systematic interconnection of this method and its conclu- 
sions or results may differ in important respects from the sorts of 
interconnections to be found in nondialectical systems. 


An Initial Dilemma for the Systematizer 


The development of a system, as Hegel himself notes, ! seems to 
be a natural outcome of the synthesizing propensities of the 
human intellect, carried to their logical conclusion. The intel- 
lect, experiencing its own powers of synthesis, may suppose 
that it is somehow within human grasp to develop a complete 
and consistent system encompassing everything important that 
can be said about the world. But as Hegel notes, like Gödel a 
century later, an initial hard choice between completeness and 
consistency confronts the potential synthesizer at an early stage: 


At first, empirical science envisages scientific totality as 
a totality of the multiplex or as completeness; while a 
Strict formalism envisages it as consistency. The former 
can at will elevate its experiences to universality, and 
can push the consistency of its putative determinations 
up to the point where other empirical matter (which 
contradicts the first but has just as much right to be 
excogitated and expressed as a principle) no longer 
leaves room for the consistency of the preceding, and 
compels its abandonment. Formalism can extend its 
consistency so far as is generally made possible by the 
emptiness of its principle, or by a content which it has 
smuggled in; but thereby it is in turn entitled to exclude 
what lacks completeness from its apriorism and its sci- 
ence, and proudly revile it as ‘‘the empirical.” For 
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formalism asserts its formal principles as the a priori 
and absolute, and thus asserts that what it cannot master 
by these is non-absolute and accidental. 


And so we have, when it comes to the implementation of 
synthesis, a natural dichotomy between the ‘‘empiricists,’’ who 
pursue completeness without trying to systemize their findings 
in a tightly self-consistent manner, and the formalists, who 
concentrate on developing an impressive self-consistent net- 
work from a few abstract, a priori principles, and point to 
everything outside their neat systematizations as ‘‘unessen- 
tial,” ‘‘merely empirical.’’ Thus it is no wonder that, in our 
time as also in Hegel’s, there has been a reaction against the 
more ambitious synthesizers, the ‘‘generalists,’’ who tend ei- 
ther to emphasize formal consistency at the expense of empiri- 
cal completeness, or to bring in all manner of empirical data so 
loosely related that it is impossible to ‘‘see the forest for the 
trees.” 

The awareness, implicit or explicit, that one would almost 
certainly have to acquiesce in gross incompleteness in order to 
erect a formally consistent general system, seems to have led to 
specialization as a reaction. For example, in both the ‘‘hard”’ 
and ‘‘soft’’ sciences, it is a matter of considerable pride to be 
recognized as a specialist in a certain area or subarea, and 
occasional generalists such as Teilhard de Chardin in paleontol- 
ogy and Amold Toynbee in history are ignored or lambasted by 
their more specialized colleagues, in spite of (or possibly even 
because of) widespread popular approval. In contemporary 
Western culture, specialization proceeds apace, only occasion- 
ally challenged by the work of generalists like Fritzof Capra in 
physics, John Kenneth Galbraith in economics, and Douglas 
Hoffstadter in computer science. 

But the specialists themselves do not completely eschew 
synthesis. Rather, one could say that one of the best reasons for 
specialization is to make possible a complete and self-consistent 
synthesis in a certain well-defined area. The more the area is 
narrowed down, the better the chance there seems to be to attain 
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both completeness and consistency within it. The electrical 
engineer, the molecular biologist, etc., precisely by focusing on 
well-defined and highly specialized areas, are able to keep all 
the data in their area optimally manageable and all the theories 
of their discipline consistent in their interconnections. 

Thus the specialist, by a kind of strategic humility, has 
produced the most successful and widely accepted syntheses, 
by reacting against synthesis in the larger sense, the synthesiz- 
ing operations of the generalist. But there still seems to be a 
need for the latter, i.e., for the generalist who can not only 
satisfy the human desire to see the general framework and 
context for the various types of progress being made in the 
world of knowledge, but also help the specialists to make 
connections among themselves, possibly to avoid overlapping 
and reduplication of efforts, possibly even to derive inspiration 
through cross-fertilization of ideas or anew ecumenical sense of 
collegiality. But can the generalist attain what seems to be 
impossible—a combination of completeness with methodical 
self-consistency? 


Modern Attempts at Synthesis 


Before even beginning to discuss various synthesizing attempts 
in the modern world, we encounter an initial problematic pre- 
supposition: Synthesis is taken to be the antipode to analysis. In 
common parlance ‘‘synthesis’’ has become synonymous with 
the operations of collecting and unifying, including the mental 
operations concerned with collating and interrelating ideas; 
‘‘analysis,’’ conversely, is taking things apart, mentally and 
even physically, isolating component elements for purposes of 
inspection, categorization, etc. In logic and philosophy, con- 
cerned with the basis for making judgments, the distinctions 
between synthesis and analysis which were made by Immanuel 
Kant in the eighteenth century, and are still largely accepted, 
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are most relevant: synthesis is the type of unity created in our 
ideas when they are expanded to encompass new data from new 
experiences,* while analysis is the isolation of concepts from 
experience, examining them for pure conceptual content and 
conformity to the law of non-self-contradiction.* In chapter 5 
Hegel’s extension of this basic Kantian division to the idea of a 
‘*synthetic’’ and ‘‘analytic’’ method will be discussed. But it 
should be noted for the present that both the philosophical and 
the more general usages of ‘‘analysis’’ and ‘‘synthesis’’ presup- 
pose a hard and fast distinction between the two operations. 
This distinction, as we shall see, is questioned by some, and 
may have to be jettisoned in the case of some putative dialectical 
systematization. 

Most contemporary attempts at synthesis seem to be ‘‘syn- 
thetic’’ not always in the strict Kantian sense, but in the first, 
most general sense, i.e., insofar as they are attempts to bring 
about unity and organization in knowledge, in order to offset the 
excessive splintering, professional myopia, and noncom- 
munication existing among the various specializations in the 
sciences, mathematics, philology, etc. (although each individ- 
ual specialization, considered in itself, might be the epitome of 
unity and organization). This tendency 1s exemplified currently 
by the search for a unified field theory to give greater coherence 
to various branches of physics and cosmology; by the still new 
science of ecology to coordinate the physical, life, and social 
sciences; by the search for viable economic, political, and 
social approaches to world organization by world-order theo- 
rists; and perhaps most notably by general systems theory 
(GST). The latter, originally developed by Ludwig von Ber- 
talanffy as a nonmechanistic and nonvitalistic approach in biol- 
ogy,’ has been applied with varying degrees of success to the 
social sciences, engineering, cybernetics (with which it is 
sometimes too easily identified), and other fields. Those who 
are engaged in such synthesizing activities might be called 
‘*generalists’’ insofar as they are mainly concerned with the 
more general coordination among and interactions between 
disparate specializations, disciplines, or subsystems. But they 
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are also in a Sense specialists insofar as—analogously to the 
physician who completes extra training leading to board cer- 
tification as a ‘‘general practitioner’’—they ‘‘specialize’’ in the 
function of analyzing certain specific areas for the purpose of 
general interdisciplinary coordination and verification of data 
and procedures. Quite clearly, it is in such pursuits that the 
usually dependable distinctions between generalist and special- 
ist, synthesis and analysis, begin to dissolve. 


Systematization in Philosophy 


In view of some of the successes of GST in biology, engineer- 
ing, international relations, and other fields, it would not be 
unreasonable to pose the question, ‘“‘Why not a ‘systems- 
philosophy’?’’ The major proponent of the application of GST 
to philosophy at present is Erwin Laszlo, who argues that, in 
reaction to excessive and one-sided analysis in philosophy, ‘‘a 
return must be effected to synthesis: not as a vast mastery of 
specialized knowledge, but as a systematic philosophical as- 
similation of information of extra-philosophical origin. Philo- 
sophical synthesis can mean the conjoining of various sets of 
nonphilosophically researched data, to furnish new avenues 
toward the constructive discussion of substantial philosophical 
issues.’’® In particular, Laszlo criticizes the tendency of phi- 
losophers to operate in a vacuum, ignoring the relevant data and 
methods of the sciences, and undertakes a demonstration of the 
way that scientific findings concerning the integration, self- 
stabilization, self-organization, and hierarchization of natural 
systems can be profitably utilized to throw light on traditional 
philosophical problems such as the mind-body relationship, the 
fact-value distinction, the purpose of individual and social 
human existence, etc. He is optimistic about the ability of 
individual ‘‘generalists’’ to bring about very comprehensive 
scientific-philosophical syntheses; but, like Hegel and Gödel, 
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he also recognizes the thorny dilemma of the synthesizer in 
coordinating completeness and consistency: 


Theories which combine empirical ideals of accuracy 
with the rational ideals of economy, consistency and 
generality have the edge over theories that sacrifice one 
component for the sake of others. Those that sacrifice 
the rational factors become ad hoc and their scientific 
Status is correspondingly lower. .. . Others, which 
sacrifice empirical accuracy for the rational compo- 
nent’s elegance and heuristic, strain credulity and be- 
long to the realm of rationalist theology and meta- 
physics. Somewhere between these extremes lies the 
ideal of a scientific theory, where empirical and rational 
ideas are optimally combined. Systems philosophy be- 
longs to this range.” 


Laszlo does seem to achieve a convincing combination of the 
empirical with the structural in his synthetic endeavors; but, 
using Laszlo’s own principle of ‘‘economy,”’ the traditional 
philosopher might protest that these results should be character- 
ized as *“*metascience,’’ with some admixture of metaphiloso- 
phy, rather than as *‘systems philosophy. ”’ 

It has to be admitted, however, that most traditional philoso- 
phers have not been any more successful than Laszlo in bringing 
about the well-nigh-impossible combination of empirical rich- 
ness and formal organization. Most of the traditional philoso- 
phers noted for ‘‘system building’’—one thinks of Spinoza, 
Fichte, the late scholastics—have gone to the extreme of em- 
phasizing formal consistency, often at the expense of empirical 
attunement. 

Laszlo points to the philosophies of Plato, Aristotle, the 
scholastics, Whitehead, and Bergson as milestones in the evo- 
lution of ‘ʻa systematic and constructive inquiry into natural 
phenomena on the assumption of general order in nature.’’® 
One might agree with this assessment if it were granted that the 
scholastics in question were the early scholastics, concerned 
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with developing a synthesis relying on the then-prevalent Aris- 
totelian natural science; and if it were also agreed that some of 
the philosophers mentioned went far beyond the objective of 
making ‘‘an inquiry into natural phenomena.’’ But the inclu- 
sion of Plato in the list also poses a prima facie problem: Would 
there not be a significant difference in the construction of a 
system by a synthesizer like Bergson, and by a more committed 
dialectician like Plato? Would not an explicitly dialectical sys- 
tem, if such an entity be conceivable, differ in important re- 
spects from a ‘‘linear’’ or nondialectical system? 


Dialectical Philosophy and Systematization 


As we saw in chapter 2,2 Melhuish takes exception to the 
Hegelian ‘‘syntheses,’’ and considers them to be nonfatal but 
serious compromises of the Hegelian ‘‘nonselective,’’ dialecti- 
cal methodology. Melhuish opts for a pure dialectical, ‘*Hera- 
clitean’’ approach, explicating and/or generating antitheses 
and oppositions, without the arbitrary and compromising im- 
position of a synthesis. If we follow his reasoning to its logical 
conclusion, we would have to say that a ‘‘dialectical system,” 
if it involves a massive synthesis of oppositions, is self-contra- 
dictory—a self-nullifying extension of dialectic. 

Melhuish would be right in his criticism of Hegel, if a 
Hegelian ‘‘synthesis’’ connoted a simple unification or integra- 
tion of opposites. But Hegel himself considers such a concept of 
synthesis ‘‘unscientific.’’!° Indeed, as was argued in chapters 2 
and 3, the Hegelian syntheses are unities-in-opposition; and 
more often than not what is generated are paradoxes, in which 
the oppositions are not just abolished but preserved and trans- 
formed. !! 

In any case, since a dialectical methodology has (by defini- 
tion, it would seem) the capacity to combine with its own 
opposite, it should be easier for such a methodology without 
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compromise also to incorporate straight logical synthesis than 
for ordinary formal logic to incorporate dialectic.'* And, so 
unlike Melhuish, we need not necessarily envision a separation 
of nonselective, indeterminate dialectical philosophizing from 
philosophizing in the more usual sense, and from the ordinary 
logic on which it depends. One who engages in the elaboration 
of dialectic must do so, as Leslie Armour counsels,!3 without 
prejudice or presuppositions. 

But the question still remains: What form or forms can or 
should an unprejudiced systematization or elaboration of di- 
alectic take? If we were to broaden our search to include 
unsystematic (albeit ingenious) attempts at dialectic, we would 
no doubt want to include the ancient polemical paradoxes of 
Zeno, the rhetorical dialectic of the sophists, the paradoxical 
insights of Heraclitus, and, in modern philosophy, the apho- 
nisms of Nietzsche. But if we confine ourselves to a search for 
the clearly systematic attempts, the following forms would be 
important milestones in the development of dialectical system- 
atization: 


1. Socratic dialogue: This may be considered the originary 
dialectic, the matrix from which Western philosophy has been 
derived, only to become oblivious, all too soon, of its origins in 
living conversation in ordinary language. In the opinion of 
Hegel, '4 itis also a very capricious form of dialectic, relying, as 
it does, on the immediate, living contact of individuals ex- 
changing ideas in a contingent, ad hoc manner, and unable to 
withdraw to the ‘‘pure regions of thought’’ to develop all the 
necessary dialectical connections. (If Hegel is right, we might 
conjecture that the Socratic dialogue is the closest approxima- 
tion to that pure, ‘‘nonsynthetic’’ dialectic advocated by 
Melhuish.) Socratic dialogue was ‘‘dialectical’’ in the most 
technical sense through its use of elenchus—the methodical 
interrogatory testing of one’s interlocutor for contradictory pre- 
suppositions, with a view to leading him through awareness of 
contradictions to the truth. But it was also dialectical in a more 
basic, albeit implicit, way, simply by bringing into proximity 
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different individuals with differing opinions, working toward 
some kind of rapprochement. Richard Rorty, recognizing the 
importance of such ordinary dialectical encounter for philoso- 
phy, would like to raise it to the status of a paradigm. Rorty 
characterizes philosophy itself as essentially ‘‘conversation’’ 
writ large. According to Rorty, philosophy is just 


a ‘‘voice in the conversation of mankind,’’ . . . which 
centers on one topic rather than another at some given 
time not by dialectical necessity but as a result of various 
things happening elsewhere in the conversation (the 
New Science, the French Revolution, the modern 
novel) or of individual men of genius who think of 
something new (Hegel, Marx, Frege, Freud, Wittgen- 
stein, Heidegger), or perhaps of the resultant of several 
such forces.!> 


A final stage in the development of philosophy-as-conversa- 
tion, according to Rorty, is the quasi-institutionalization of 
“‘edifying philosophy’’—the sort of philosophy exemplified in 
the work of Kierkegaard, William James, Dewey, the later 
Wittgenstein, and the later Heidegger. '© These philosophers are 
contrasted most sharply with more traditionally ‘‘systematic’’ 
philosophers, such as Descartes, Kant, Husserl, and Russell, 
who argue for a ‘‘point of view’’ and work to produce some 
final, definitive interpretation of reality. The edifying philoso- 
phers, in contrast, avoid definitive statements or formulas, and 
strive rather through ‘‘reactive’’ means, including satires, par- 
odies, and aphorisms, merely to ‘‘keep the conversation 
going.” Through their ‘‘systematic’’ renunciation of system- 
building, Rorty maintains, they have paved the way for the 
revitalization of the philosophical enterprise in the contempo- 
rary world. 

‘‘Deconstruction,’’ as practiced and expounded by Jacques 
Derrida, is explicitly contrasted with (and employed upon) the 
Hegelian sort of dialectic which (claims Derrida) is oriented 
toward ‘‘closure’’ or absolutely comprehensive syntheses. But 
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in a very real sense deconstruction, like the hermeneutics of 
Hans Georg Gadamer, is an extension of philosophy as ‘‘con- 
versation,’’ specifically as applied to the systematic cross- 
examination of the thoughts of others, and as such is reminis- 
cent of the originary Socratic dialectic, in which the philosopher 
as *‘midwife’’ inserts himself into the contingencies and uncer- 
tainties of the conversation of others, to shake up established 
opinions, and possibly to help bring forth ideas which will be 
adjudged viable or alien by the communal consensus. 

Derrida, however, is a more radical *‘gadfly’’ than Gadamer 
and other hermeneuticists, who do not give up completely on 
the possibility of definitive interpretations. Derrida, in his de- 
constructive reading of texts and comparison with other texts 
(including the ‘‘intertexts’’ of, e.g., socioeconomic facts), and 
in his advocacy and utilization of ‘‘dissemination’’ (textual 
criticism comparable to Freud’s investigation of the ‘‘dream- 
work’’ of the unconscious), churns up traces of strange philo- 
logical ‘‘displacements.’’ Derrida also replaces the traditional 
‘representation’ of epistemology with ‘différance’, a neologism 
indicating the disparity and delay between sign and signified. !7 

Derrida’s deconstruction includes criticism of the systematic 
totalities of ‘‘logocentric metaphysics,’’!® but is not properly 
antisystematic or fragmentary, since ‘‘différance’’ and other 
‘tundecidables,’’ being outside the traditional dichotomy of 
‘*system vs. antisystem,’’ constitute a totally other ‘‘system of 
ciphers that is not dominated by truth value.’’'!? Rodolphe 
Gasché observes that Derrida’s ‘‘infrastructures’’ (i.e., un- 
decidables) ‘‘form chains; they can and must be systematized 
up to a certain point. . . .’’ Moreover, ‘‘since it [the space of 
infrastructures] lies beyond the opposition of system and frag- 
ment, whole and part, infinity and the finite, it also constitutes 
the systematicity of systems.’’?° 

Derrida in his concentration on infrastructures is not pri- 
marily concerned with the ‘‘dialectical’’ oppositions and con- 
tradictions that occur in the (supra)structures of discourse, but 
such oppositions and contradictions do occur (even occasion- 
ally in Derrida’s own texts). One might say that they are an 
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epiphenomenon or presence in both Socratic dialectic and dia- 
lectic as ‘‘conversation.’’ Analysis of the actual (supra)- 
structures of discourse has been the concern of structuralists like 
Foucault and Séve. Michael McCanles, drawing on the work of 
structuralists as well as deconstructionists, develops a ‘‘dialec- 
tical’? model of discourse to demonstrate how both contrariety 
(which entails an opposite) and covert or implicit contradiction 
(that which authors would like to exclude) are generated in 
texts. According to McCanles, the very endeavor to create well- 
formed (noncontradictory) texts leads to terms and statements 
which instigate not only contrary assertions but also the specific 
contradictory assertions they are meant to exclude; so that the 
more narrowly and precisely the texts are formed, the more 
expanded their ‘‘countertexts’’ become. McCanles shows how 
the use of such a dialectic model of transformation can ‘‘stati- 
cize,’’ for the purposes of analysis, the inherent dynamics of 
contradiction in language. ?! 

It should be noted that the latter ‘‘dialectical model,’’ as well 
as Derrida’s ‘‘deconstruction’’ and Rorty’s more generalized 
‘‘conversation’’ all differ from the original implicit ‘*Socratic’’ 
dialectic in one important respect: they eschew, or at least are 
not overtly concerned with, the presentation of ‘‘truth,’’ which 
is made synonymous with a ‘‘point of view.”’ It is a fact that 
some commentators have also characterized Socrates himself as 
avoiding the presentation of truth. But Gregory Vlastos has 
argued convincingly that Socrates himself, while avoiding the 
championing of a ‘“‘point of view,” nevertheless at least im- 
plicitly aims at truth by the systematic elimination of everything 
but the true premises which each individual already has con- 
cerning moral matters—an epistemological position that Plato 
finally brings out explicitly on Socrates’ behalf in the Gor- 
gias.?? *‘Truth’’ in this sense is something that resides in actual 
human beings, but needs to be brought out by dialogue. 
Gadamer’s hermeneutic ‘‘truth,’’ in somewhat similar fashion, 
resides in the texts of tradition, but needs to be brought out by 
the community of interpreters. 


2. Platonic dialectic: In Plato’s dialogic accounts of the life and 
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conversations of Socrates, we must first distinguish an explicit 
dialectic from an implicit dialectic. The explicit dialectic, heart- 
ily advocated and propounded by Plato himself, is the dynamic 
relationship of finite, fallible men with transcendental truth and 
goodness, to be attained in a maximal way only by the strenu- 
ous, highly disciplined intellectual-spiritual odyssey of ‘‘dia- 
lectic,’’ the process by which one forges above illusion and 
illusory opinions to true principles or ideas.*3 But the implicit 
dialectic in Plato has to do with the primary means by which one 
rises above opinion to truth on the ‘‘upward path’’ of dialectic; 
namely, through the highly structured but not readily apparent 
constructive engagement taking place constantly (just as it took 
place between Socrates and his interlocutors) between Plato and 
Socrates, and, in a more indirect fashion, between Plato and 
Homer, Protagoras, Parmenides, and other major luminaries 
whose ideas were still having an influence in Plato’s day. 

The charisma of Socrates was so great that it would have been 
unthinkable for Plato to write a dialogue in which he himself 
was one of the interlocutors, on an equal footing with Socrates; 
and so unfortunately we do not have any unmistakable indica- 
tion in regard to most issues as to where Socrates leaves off and 
Plato begins. But it is still important to recognize that Plato is 
not to Socrates as Boswell was to Dr. Johnson. With Plato we 
move from a Socratic dialectic, which is essentially ‘‘soft’’ 
insofar as Socrates refrained, at least overtly and for the most 
part, from advancing any position of his own, to a ‘“‘hard’’ 
dialectic, which involved a systematic ‘‘testing’’ of Plato’s own 
points of view against the views of contemporaries and pre- 
decessors, as well as against the tentative views of Socrates, 
i.e., the views that Socrates as ‘‘midwife’’ allowed to surface 
among his interlocutors. Plato on the one hand wanted to avoid 
‘‘forcing’’ Socrates’ views or truths into a preconceived mold, 
but on the other was not willing to be a self-effacing *“*midwife”’ 
for Socrates’ ideas. The result was a dialectical relationship 
even more intense than that between Socrates and his interlocu- 
tors. 

It is this second form of dialectic, only implicit in the work of 
Plato, which is most important from the point of view of 
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dialectical systematization. It is also a form of systematization 
intermittently practiced among contemporary professional phi- 
losophers when they go beyond analysis and criticism, to a true 
constructive engagement in depth, with the luminaries relevant 
to their own milieu. Examples might be the dialectical Ausei- 
nandersetzung of Heidegger with Plato and Kant, of Gadamer 
with Aristotle, of Sartre with Flaubert and Saint Genet, of 
Derrida with Rousseau and Hegel. One element unfortunately 
lacking in most of these post-Platonic dialectical-literary en- 
gagements, however, is the explicit use of the dialogue form, 
which is now almost the exclusive province of dramatists. Part 
of the power of Plato’s dialectical thinking may be due to his 
effective use of dialogue; certainly the explicitly dialectical 
format contributed by dialogue, especially a dialogue in which 
oneself, or some effective and credible adversary, is included as 
a participant, may be an effective vehicle for the continuation of 
this particular form of dialectic, as I have argued elsewhere. 7+ 
The use of an explicit dialogic format for the presentation of 
dialectic would seem to be not only appropriate but advisable if, 
as J. Hintikka maintains, the dialogue is both the historical 
source and the paradigmatic model for all major forms of 
dialectic.2> 


3. Aristotelian dialectic: ‘‘Dialectic’’ for Aristotle is a con- 
tinuation of the “‘upward path’’ of the explicit dialectic in Plato, 
but as a systematic endeavor connotes primarily a conscientious 
and methodical sifting of common or influential opinions pro 
and con on a given controversial topic. If one compares this 
concept of dialectical methodology with the *‘implicit’’ dialec- 
tic of Plato, discussed above, he can see a continuity between 
the two conceptions. To a certain extent the Anstotelian con- 
ception explicates the dialectical presupposition, already im- 
plicit in Plato: that we must confront, for the purposes of 
assimilation, refutation, or reinterpretation, the thinkers who 
constitute the mental horizons of our culture. This idea becomes 
explicit in Aristotle’s Topics and other logical works. With 
Aristotle, dialectical confrontation becomes more systematic 
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and extensive, while losing something of the depth and intensity 
it had in Plato. Aristotle is not as continually and intensely 
engaged with Plato or any other individual thinker as Plato was 
with Socrates. Rather, with Aristotle the dialectical process 
becomes a methodical analysis not only of the opinions of Plato 
but also of Thales, Anaximander, Parmenides, Heraclitus, and 
many others—as a means-to-an-end, a necessary propaedeutic 
for arriving at truly scientific conclusions. Thus in the Physics, 
Metaphysics, Nicomachean Ethics, and other works of Aris- 
totle, the initial chapters are characteristically given over to an 
analysis of the chief opinions relevant to the issues being dis- 
cussed.2° Only after a thorough examination of these opinions, 
and some attempts to find some sort of an acceptable reformula- 
tion of the problems and a formulation of his own preliminary 
position regarding the problems, does Aristotle forge ahead to a 
gradually more *‘scientific’’ treatment of his subject (compara- 
ble to the ‘‘path downward” from the Ideas in Plato’s explicit 
dialectic). 

This dialectical-propaedeutic methodology of Aristotle 
reached its most highly organized, systematic form at the hands 
of Thomas Aquinas and other early and middle scholastics. In 
the Summa theologiae and other works of Aquinas, Aquinas 
develops his own position only after systematically enumerat- 
ing and discussing the chief actual, relevant positions in opposi- 
tion to his own. Scholasticism and Thomism in modern times 
abandoned in spirit this initial dialectical stage, giving attention 
only to the opposed positions in Aquinas’s milieu or the milieu 
of later scholasticism, ignoring or giving a succinct dogmatic 
‘‘refutation’’ of opposed modern positions. Mortimer Adler 
and his colleagues, in their twentieth-century efforts to revital- 
ize Thomism, have brought about an amalgamation of the 
Aristotelian idea of dialectic?’ (without the systematic Thomis- 
tic enumeration of Videtur quods) with some of the more funda- 
mental or “*perennial’’ Thomistic positions. In order to fully 
restore the Aristotelian-Thomistic approach in contemporary 
philosophy, however, one would need to engage in a more 
presuppositionless analysis of positions pro and con, in which 
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Aristotelian or Thomistic positions were given no automatic 
privileged status. It would seem that some modern counterpart 
of the highly structured Thomistic literary form, ritualizing 
engagement with contrary positions, would be conducive to, 
and perhaps even necessary for, the optimal systematization of 
this form of dialectic. This is especially true if, as McLuhan 
theorized,?8 a connected lineal sequence such as ordinary 
printed prose tends to inculcate, whether we intend it or not, the 
correspondingly lineal thought patterns associated with formal 
(nondialectical) logic. 


4. The systematization of paradox: All three of the forms of 
systematization just considered have to do in some way with 
making an appropriate response to diversities of interpretation 
and the possibility of utilizing, organizing, or controlling this 
diversity. The result should be optimally some particularly 
viable, if not impregnable, vision of reality which would go 
beyond the mere clashing of the positions, to an explication of 
their antitheses, if not an actual synthesis. It has been suggested 
above (see page 36) that the paradoxical proposition, because 
of its close connection with dialectical processes, may be a 
particularly apt instrument, if not a necessity, for capping off 
dialectical oppositions. One might even suppose that by begin- 
ning with a paradoxical thesis already incorporating major 
oppositions or conflicts in its formulation, one could hope to 
present a kind of conceptual summation of the major intellectual 
conflicts going on, and perhaps ensure a certain impregnability 
to one’s own more nuanced presentation. A step in the direction 
of this approach to systematization was made by Martin Luther 
in arguing for his ninety-five theses, at least some of which lived 
up to Melanchthon’s description of them as ‘‘paradoxes.’’?? 
Further steps were taken by Nicholas of Cusa (Cusanus) and 
Giordano Bruno, who were strongly affected by the widespread 
and almost endemic interest in paradox in Renaissance cultural 
circles. The ‘‘coincidence of opposites’’ propounded by 
Cusanus and Bruno (sometimes in the form of literary di- 
alogues) took on a variety of forms and applications—the unity 
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of finite and infinite, knowledge and ignorance, identity and 
difference, sense perception and soul, actuality and possibility, 
maximum and minimum, subject and object, even physical 
qualities like hot and cold. Such coincidentia may have been too 
often oversimplified and misunderstood by interpreters, es- 
pecially in the case of Cusanus, as Jasper Hopkins argues in a 
recent book.?° And their dialectical objectives are often subor- 
dinated to larger objectives in cosmological, metaphysical, or 
ethical theorizing. But the not-infrequent subsystems in their 
works concerned with the scientific demonstration of paradox1- 
cal formulations uniting, or tending to unite, concepts which in 
Aristotelian dialectic would have been referred to different 
schools of thought or perspectives serve as an important bridge 
to the highly systematic, conceptually-oriented and -generated 
dialectic of German idealism at the outset of the nineteenth 
century. 


5. Hegelian dialectic: In Hegel’s writings there are elements of 
both the implicit Platonic and the explicit Aristotelian dialectics 
referred to above. For example, Hegel’s Faith and Knowledge 
and Difference between Fichte’s and Schelling’s System of 
Philosophy are Auseinandersetzungen with Jacobi, Fichte, and 
Schelling after pattern #2 described above; Hegel’s Phenome- 
nology of Spirit is both a methodological and a vigorously 
sustained sifting of opposed positions regarding the nature of 
certainty and truth, with a view to arriving at a scientific presen- 
tation of ‘‘Absolute Knowledge’’—a didactical process which 
can be understood as an extraordinarily personal, possibly idio- 
syncratic3! exemplification of pattern #3. But the dialectic of 
Hegel’s mature system is best understood as a sophisticated and 
highly systematized further (and perhaps ultimate) extension of 
pattern #4. 

The unique interpretation of dialectic characteristic of Hegel 
received its remote historical inspiration from the doctrine of 
Heraclitus, who came closest among the ancients to understand- 
ing the intrinsic, conceptual unity of opposites,?* but the more 
immediate historical underpinnings for the dialectic of Hegel 
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(and also of Fichte and Schelling) is to be found in the Kantian 
doctrine of the ‘‘antinomies,’’ as Hegel himself indicates.33 In 
his analysis of the “‘Antinomies of Pure Reason,’’34 Kant 
argues that the differing of opinions or positions, which is the 
hallmark of the versions of dialectic discussed above, is simply 
a symptom of an underlying characteristic of thought itself: the 
abstract propositions of the understanding, when all their im- 
plications are brought out by reason, naturally and inevitably, 
as Hegel puts it, ‘‘veer around into their opposite.’’> Thus 
dialectical opposition is not due primarily to the antithetical 
perspectives or subjective dispositions or stubbornness of 
thinkers, but to the thoughts they are thinking, which are intrin- 
sically dialectical. In order to systematize this form of dialectic, 
something more than dialogic interaction or the sifting of opin- 
ions is necessary. One might conceivably start with the most 
abstract idea and show, or rather allow the idea itself to show, 
how it veers paradoxically into its own opposite, and ultimately 
coordinates opposition, as more and more concrete stages of the 
idea are reached. This is the self-imposed task of Hegel’s 
dialectical system of philosophy, which will be considered in 
detail in the next chapter. 


6. Marxism and the Systematization of Dialectic: In the preced- 
ing analysis of systematization in dialectical philosophy, a 
certain evolution or continuity of development may be dis- 
cemed from (1) dialogue and conversation, geared implicitly or 
explicitly to disclosing oppositions or contradictions, with or 
without specified methods for resolving conflicts; (2) intense 
intellectual engagement between two thinkers, with or without 
the use of literary dialogue; (3) sifting of the opposed or dispa- 
rate opinions of others by a single thinker as a prelude to a 
‘“scientific’’ presentation of his own theses; (4) incorporation of 
a variety of usually opposed ideas into paradoxical formulas, 
loosely or tightly interconnected; and (5) concentration on the 
dialectical unity-in-distinction of conceptual oppositions, de- 
ductively organized in their interrelationships. 
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Marxism, however, which at least prima facie seems to 
represent one of the most ambitious modern attempts at the 
systematization of dialectic, also seems to involve an abrupt 
departure from the aforementioned continuity of development 
in the concept of dialectic in Western philosophy. For it is not 
concerned with opposed opinions or viewpoints or ideas but 
with ‘‘contradictions’’ in material reality and/or with ‘‘dialecti- 
cal’’ methodologies oriented to controlling, promoting, or solv- 
ing these contradictions on a practical or theoretical level. There 
is also in Marxism an overt opposition to philosophy per se, as 
an ideological offshoot of ‘‘alienation,’’ so that the categoriza- 
tion of Marxism as a philosophical systematization of dialectic 
is problematic from the outset. But at least from the Western 
‘*bourgeois’’ philosophical standpoint, Marxism and its philo- 
sophical antecedents (especially the eighteenth-century En- 
lightenment and nineteenth-century idealism) are inseparably 
intertwined, and Marxist claims should at least be considered in 
any analysis of the possibilities of dialectical systematization. 

Marx spelled out his own interpretation of his relationship to 
Hegelian dialectic fairly clearly in his Grundrisse (notes from 
1857-58) and his Zur Kritik der politische Okonomie (pub- 
lished in 1859). Among other things he states his resolve to use 
what Hegel called the ‘‘synthetic’’ method—proceeding dia- 
lectically from the abstract to the more concrete—without suc- 
cumbing to any of the Hegelian ‘‘illusions’’ about reality being 
constituted by the ideal. Marx utilized this methodology in 
Capital, volume I (1867), even over the objections of Engels, 
who was afraid critics, unaware of the nature of dialectical 
progression, would take the early stages of the dialectic devel- 
oped in volume I as a final statement. (Since volumes II and III 
were published posthumously, Engels’s apprehensions turned 
out to be well grounded.) 

Marx’s employment of dialectic, which he refers to as the 
‘‘method of science,’’3° is evident in Capital in his frequent 
reference to ‘‘contradictions, antitheses,’’ and ‘‘opposi- 
tions’’ in the capitalist system which supply the springboard for 
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further conceptual development. The general conformity of 
Marx’s Capital to the categories and development of Hegel’s 
Logic was evident to Lenin and Stalin and has been commented 
on by some modern interpreters.?” Friedrich Engels, who ex- 
tended the Marxist approach into a dialectical-materialist phi- 
losophy of nature, portrayed Marx himself as a social scientist 
using a post-Darwinian natural-science approach and applying 
‘‘dialectics’’ to the relevant data from political economics.*® If 
we keep in mind that the German term Wissenschaft then (and 
even, to a certain extent, now) did not imply any sharp separa- 
tion between philosophy and empirical sciences, that Marx had 
a strong admiration for Darwin’s theory of evolution (although 
not for extrapolation of ‘‘survival of the fittest’’ and **struggle- 
for-survival’’ explanations to social phenomena), and that the 
Hegelian dialectical system which Marx purported to utilize 
after it had been properly rescued from its ‘‘upside-down’’ 
presentation of reality incorporated much data from the empiri- 
cal sciences, and was characterized by Hegel himself not only 
as ‘‘science’’ but as the archetypal Science—Engels’s portrayal 
of Marx is worth considering. 

However, simple acceptance of Engels’s view is no simple 
matter, since debates about the continuity between Marxism 
and Engelian doctrines and about Engels’s interpretation of 
Marx’s intent and objectives have been continual. While 
Thomas Sowell considers Engels a ‘‘faithful interpreter’ of 
Marx’s thought?? and Sean Sayers defends Engels from allega- 
tions of a mechanistic and reductionistic interpretation of Marx- 
ism,4° Norman Levine, while acknowledging that most Ameri- 
can scholarship is ‘‘unanimist’’ (emphasizing a continuity 
between Engels’s and Marx’s views), himself feels it necessary 
to join the ‘‘divergent camp,’’4! and European ‘‘revisionist’’ 
Marxists very often take pains to emphasize the alleged distinc- 
tion of the ‘‘dialectical materialism’’ of Engels from the “‘his- 
torical materialism’’ of Marx himself (Marx never used either 
of these terms to describe his vantage point). 

With the not infrequent rejection of Engels’s Marxism and/or 
of his rather complex interpretation of Marx as a post-Darwin- 
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ian dialectician in the sphere of socioeconomic evolution, mul- 
tiple disputes have emerged as to what dialectic—let alone 
dialectical systematization—signifies in Marx, and even as to 
whether dialectic has any import for Marxism at all. While, for 
example, Norman Levine looks upon dialectic as the most 
important aspect of Marx’s thought,*? and Scott Meikle defends 
the possibility of a ‘‘dialectical materialism’’4? while Richard 
Norman allows for a dialectic in nature of identity and dif- 
ference, quantity and quality, etc.,44 on the other side Lukács, 
Ruben, and Schmidt maintain that ‘‘dialectic’’ in nature is 
confined to the Subject-Object relationship,*> Vasquez focuses 
on an intrinsic, conceptual dialectic in Capital which goes 
beyond historical dialectic ,+© and Colletti and Schmidt deny the 
possibility of a materialistic dialectic entirely.*’ Daniel Little 
claims that Marx does not follow the dialectical method at all, 
even in Capital, where he seems to employ it explicitly ,*® and 
Richard Hudelson joins Vlope, Cohen, McMurtry, and many 
others who believe Marx’s Capital can best be understood as 
ordinary science, ‘‘dialectics’’ being limited largely to Marx’s 
intermittent summarizing of some results of research, most of 
his analysis not being developed according to any specifically 
dialectical methodology.*? 

Jacques Guillaumaud, echoing Louis Althusser’s insistence 
that dialectic is just a remnant of idealism and has not facilitated 
one discovery in the natural or human sciences, poses a question 
extremely relevant for Marxists today: 


The ‘‘dialectical laws’’—are they or are they not laws 
of nature? If the answer is ““yes,’’ how do we explain 
their scientific sterility? ... If the answer... is 
‘‘no,” this answer entails on the one hand an explicit 
disagreement with an Engels and a Lenin . . . and, on 
the other hand, an eradication of dialectic .>° 


Thus, even to many Marxists, it is not completely clear that 
Marx’s Capital is indeed an example of the systematization of 
dialectic; or, if it is, whether the methodology applies to the 
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work as a whole, or merely to intermittent summaries; and, if it 
does apply to the work as a whole, whether it also applies to 
Engels’s extensions of Marxian dialectic, with Marx’s knowl- 
edge and apparent approval, to the realm of nature. 

Robert Solomon in his The Spirit of Hegel maintains that 
Hegel—in spite of his conscious motivation and declared inten- 
tions—was a crypto-atheist. One might perhaps maintain simi- 
larly that Marx—ain spite of his apparently sincere protestations 
to the contrary—was an ordinary, nondialectical social scien- 
tist, a crypto-scientist. Until depth psychology gives us clear 
access to the prevarications of the unconscious, however, it 
would no doubt be most prudent to grant to Hegel that he was a 
good Lutheran and to Marx that he was, in fact, engaged in 
some form of systematic and dialectical analysis of social and 
economic antitheses in capitalism, and of the emergence of new 
socialistic relations which would resolve the major conflicts and 
reverse the primary alienations. 

Notwithstanding, there are still some final questions about 
whether a dialectical *‘methodology’’ can really be successfully 
extracted from Hegelian logic and applied fruitfully to mundane 
phenomena, in the way that Marx and Marxists purport to do. In 
this regard, Klaus Hartmann observes: 


Hegel’s philosophy attains its evidential culmination 
just insofar as it is maintained in the medium of the 
Logos, or more precisely in the medium of Categories; 
and just insofar as it demonstrates a logical self-organi- 
zation of the categories. . . . [With Marx] ‘‘the actual’ 
means the ‘‘total actuality’’ from the standpoint of real- 
ism, not the mere categorial actuality, 1.e. being ele- 
vated into the Concept. [The claim that] ‘‘the actual is 
the rational’’ is no longer understood [by Marx] cate- 
gorially, but in the fashion of realism.>! 


To be sure, Hegel himself speaks of ‘‘contradictions’’ or 
‘‘antinomies’’ (meaning more precisely contraries or con- 
trariety>*) in objects,°3 in chemical interactions,*+ in cosmol- 
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ogy,>> in the ethical and legal sphere,56 etc. But as William 
Maker emphasizes, even in Hegel’s philosophy of nature, 
which is the externalization of the *‘Idea,’’ nothing extrinsic to 
the Idea of nature is introduced, and we are in fact not dealing at 
all with external things or individuals.5>” Maker objects: 


It is in fact Marx, and not Hegel, who propounds a 
mystified idealism. . . . [Marxism] takes what is prop- 
erly understood as a feature of the relation of categories 
or determinacies in systematic philosophy ... and 
reads it into reality and history as an allegedly em- 
pirically discoverable feature of them... . This 
amounts [to] imposing the rulership of ideas or philoso- 
phy over reality.58 


Maker’s critique thus ends up converging with the opposition 
of certain Marxists, some of whom were referred to above, to 
dialectics within Marxism. If Hegel himself had used categories 
like ‘‘the transformation of quantitative progressions into quali- 
tative changes,’’ or ‘‘the interpenetration of opposites’’ as 
hypotheses to be applied methodically to the analysis of exter- 
nal reality, this methodical procedure could conceivably be 
taken over successfully and used to analyze or generate trans- 
formations in reality. But for Hegel even ‘‘reality’’ is a category 
of systematic philosophy, systematically analyzed; the Hege- 
lian ‘‘method’’ is the method emerging uniquely from the 
categorical content rather than applied to it; and the ‘‘objects’’ 
treated are to be received only from within the system, not from 
outside. Hegel’s dialectic is not taking place in the external 
world.°? There may be oppositions and even contradictions 
which must work themselves out in the external world, but the 
dialectic that Hegel is interested in presenting in his system is 
something taking place only in the world of the spirit® (al- 
though it cannot be denied that, since Spirit is in the world, the 
dialectic of Spirit can have unpredictable, contingent mundane 
effects). 

Marx’s use of dialectic was complex and nuanced, and not 
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subject to simple classification. Certainly he was not a dialecti- 
cal philosopher or a historian or a social scientist or an evolu- 
tionist or social evolutionist in any of the usual senses; nor could 
it be said with any precision that Capital and other later works 
were history, or natural history or political economics. But in 
another sense all these characterizations are applicable, and 
Engels’s view, which skirts conventional classifications to 
highlight Marx’s unique personal synthesis, may be not inap- 
propriate after all. 

In spite of the above-mentioned doubts raised by critics as to 
Marx’s seriousness about dialectic, it is quite certain that he 
employed dialectic, relied on it to give force to his arguments, 
and in fact attempted to systematize its use in Capital. How- 
ever, Marx’s use of dialectic was rather eclectic, and his at- 
tempts at systematization were relativized by this eclecticism. 
The ‘‘eclecticism’’ becomes manifest when we consider that 
(1) Marx’s scheme (discussed in his Grundrisse and various 
letters) for proceeding from the abstract to the concrete in six 
stages is modeled after the latter sections of Hegel’s Philosophy 
of Right;©! (2) the Marxian ‘‘dialectical progression’’ from feu- 
dalism to capitalism to socialism is based on the Hegelian idea 
of dialectical progression in history (e.g., from the Roman 
‘‘spirit’’ to the Germanic ‘‘spirit’’) or in the sociopolitical 
sphere (e.g., from bourgeois society to the state bureaucracy); 
(3) Marx’s antithetical presentation of the capitalist-worker 
relationship is a very extensive variation on the ‘‘Master-Slave 
dialectic” in Hegel’s Phenomenology; (4) Marx’s use of cate- 
gories like the dialectical emergence of qualitative change from 
quantitative changes to explain, e.g., the way that the extension 
of the maximum number of hired hands in the workplace led 
from feudalism to capitalism is taken over from Hegel’s Logic, 
along with what might best be described as “*‘moments’’ or 
‘‘occasional features’’ of Hegel’s Logic, such as ‘‘the negation 
of the negation’’, the ‘‘interpenetration of opposites’’ (applied 
by Marx to, e.g., use value and exchange value in commod- 
ities), and the intermittent intensification of oppositions to the 
point at which they became self-destructive rather than comple- 
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mentary; (5) Marx applies Hegel’s occasional ‘‘dialectical in- 
versions’’ to, e.g., the phenomenon whereby the invention and 
acquisition of labor-saving machinery leads not to the short- 
ening of the working day but to its lengthening; and (6) Marx 
discerns a multiplicity of ‘‘dialectical contradictions,” e.g., 
between money as circulating medium and as individual incar- 
nation of social labor, or between capital as product of, and also 
as independent from, the circulation of money—which are 
reminiscent of the frequent ‘‘contradictions’’ or ‘‘antithetical 
moments’’ generated in Hegel’s Encyclopedia and Phenome- 
nology. (Some strange omissions from Marx’s dialectical appa- 
ratus are the dialectics of private property and communism, 
capital and state power, and revolution and totalitarianism, to 
be found in Hegel’s Phenomenology, §§430-31, 494-97, 
587-92.) Marx’s strategic eclecticism with regard to dialectic 
seemed to work, however.°2 Subsequent Soviet and Maoist 
‘‘diamat’’ theorists, trying to produce a more rigidly precise 
and scientific system of ‘‘dialectics’’, have had to compromise 
or sacrifice the flexibility, and openness to factual input, that 
characterize Marx’s own eclectic approach. 

When a Hegelian considers the gigantic empirical-dialectical 
systematization essayed by Marx, he is apt to recall the Gospel 
admonition, ‘‘don’t put new wine in old wine skins,” ‘‘don’t 
sew new patches on old material.’’ Marx’s empirical data burst 
the bonds of their Hegelian trappings. If there are indeed impor- 
tant and essential contradictions or antithetical tendencies in the 
body politic, or even in nature Itself, is it possible that we might 
produce a nondogmatic, empirically oriented systematization 
of such dialectical ‘‘givens’’? Among Marxist biologists Levins 
and Lewontin have come closest to this goal in their The Dia- 
lectical Biologist.©> With profuse examples not only from biol- 
ogy but from other physical sciences and the socioeconomic 
sphere, they strive to illustrate omnipresent dialectical relation- 
ships between part and whole, subject and object, equilibrium 
and instability, internal and external, individual and social, 
organism and environment, and also show applications of over- 
all dialectical laws of historicity, interpenetration of opposites, 
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universal interconnections, and elemental heterogeneity. How- 
ever, we find no notable systematicity or organization intercon- 
necting their own multifarious dialectical insights. In Gédelian 
and Hegelian terms, they seem to proffer a completeness of 
dialectical information at the expense of strong, consistent 
conceptual organization. 

There is also the additional problem that, with information 
about ‘‘dialectics’’ of a factual nature in the world of experi- 
ence, we seem to have gotten far away—perhaps too far—from 
the traditional and still-conventional meaning of ‘‘dialectic.’’ 
For ‘‘dialectic’’ has traditionally applied to thought or aspects 
of thought. Is it not an overextension of ‘‘dialectic’’ to apply it 
to the physical and social world, just as it would be stretching 
the limits of logic to speak of ‘‘logical’’ processes in nature or 
‘‘logical conclusions” in social developments? In any case, 
Hegel, as if in anticipation of the difficulty or impossibility of 
producing a satisfactory dialectical system of first-order phe- 
nomena, sharply restricted his system to the Categonial or 
Conceptual level, producing an apparently broad but really 
quite restricted internally organized dialectical network of con- 
cepts in which the collation and elucidation of strictly factual 
data would have to remain peripheral. 


5 


Hegel’s Dialectical-Paradoxical 
System 


The method of truth which comprehends the object is 
indeed quite analytic, since it remains strictly with the 
Concept; but it is just as surely synthetic, since, through 
the [dialectical-speculative] concept, the object becomes 
determined dialectically, as ‘‘other’’. . . . The founda- 
tion [for further dialectical development] is . . . simulta- 
neously a result. . . . The beginning, since it itself is a 
determinacy over against the determinacy of the result, 
should be taken not as something immediate, but as 
mediated and derived; this {process of mediation] can 
appear as the demand for an infinite backwards progress 
in proof and inference; . . . a result [also] emerges from 
this new beginning, so that the advance rolls on forwards 
into infinity. . . . The mediating process returns through 
a content as if through an apparent ‘‘other’’ to itself, to its 
beginning; . . . the result is the superseded determina- 
tion, and therefore also the restoration of the onginal 
indetermination. . . . The Concept . . . preserves itself 
in being other, the universal maintains itself in its own 
particularization (in the process of judgement, and in 
reality). . . . Each new level of self-relinquishment, i.e. 
of more extensive determination, is also a self-returm, 
and the greatest extension is simultaneously a higher 
intension. . . . That which leads itself into the simplest 
profoundity is the mightiest and most comprehensive. 
The highest most concentrated apex is pure personality, 
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which . . . makes itself into the simplicity which is the 
immediacy and universality from which it began. 
—Hegel, The Science of Logic, 11.3.3 


If the above protracted, multifaceted concatenation of Hegel’s 
descriptions of his own system seems overwhelmingly com- 
plex, the appearance of complexity is due to a string of para- 
doxes which can be isolated, highlighted, and listed as follows: 
Hegel’s analytic method is simultaneously synthetic; the foun- 
dation of his system is also its result; the beginning, which 
should be (by definition) unmediated, is mediated; the indeter- 
minacy of this beginning is, as it were, a determinacy over 
against that which results from it; the infinite backwards move- 
ment involved in the process of mediation is also an infinite 
forwards movement; the goal of the mediating process is to 
return to its beginning; the determinations produced through 
mediation bring about a restoration of the original indetermina- 
tion; the Concept, in becoming other to itself, preserves itself; 
the universal, in becoming particularized, remains universal; 
self-relinquishment is self-return; extension is intension; the 
greatest simplicity is the greatest comprehensiveness; and the 
highest apex of the entire system of Science is pure personality, 
which reestablishes contact with simple immediacy. 

One who has read Hegel’s Phenomenology, Science of 
Logic, and/or Encyclopedia will be used to paradox and so will 
not be overly surprised by such descriptions per se. But here we 
find that certain conceptions concerning the very nature of a 
philosophical system itself are also paradoxical. We see that, if 
there is a “‘dialectic of ideas themselves,” and if there is a way 
of organizing such ideas in a philosophical system, the master 
idea for such a system will also apparently be paradoxical in a 
paradigmatic sense. 

As we saw in chapter 4, systematic dialectic as applied to 
ideas themselves, rather than to the relationship among thinkers 
with differing opinions, began to gain the ascendancy in the 
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work of Cusanus, Bruno, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. 
Out of this group Hegel distinguished himself by being dedi- 
cated not only to systematizing this type or dialectic but also to 
creating a system which would obviate the ‘‘completeness/ 
consistency’’ dilemma (discussed in chapter 4), as well as other 
dilemmas and dichotomies, such as the Kantian problem of the 
‘“thing-in-itself’’ and the dichotomy between faith and reason. 

The early plans which led to such a system date from Hegel’s 
period of collaboration with Schelling. In a letter from 21 
November 1800 he mentions to Schelling that he was being 
forced out of his youthful preoccupation with the “‘ideal’’ and 
his interest in political issues and was committing himself more 
to the objective of making philosophy into a ‘‘reflective’’ sys- 
tem.! In 1802 Hegel points to a proper and healthy ‘‘nihilism’’ 
(a constructive, progressive form of skepticism) as the means 
by which finite and one-sided (largely Fichtean) subjectivism 
could achieve its self-elevation beyond the impasses in which it 
found itself.* Hegel’s first major application of this ‘‘self- 
elevating nihilism’’ was in his Phenomenology of Spirit, which 
he intended to be the first part of his “‘system,’’ and which 
would subsequently be followed up and completed by a logic, 
philosophy of nature, and philosophy of spirit.> Hegel’s origi- 
nal conception of the specific role to be played by the Phenome- 
nology in his system underwent some vicissitudes. But he never 
explicitly retracted his initial statements about the role of the 
Phenomenology, and the latter work does seem to be an impor- 
tant and integral part of his total system, as I have argued 
elsewhere.* Thus it would seem offhand that Hegel’s total 
system is essentially quadripartite, with the last three parts (the 
system proper) eventually taking on the form and the title of an 
Encyclopedia of Science (published in three editions—1817, 
1827, and 1830). But this partitioning is arbitrary and tentative. 
If, as Michael Petry argues,’ the 1807 Phenomenology is an 
immature, expendable youthful introduction, the Phenomenol- 
ogy might not be worthy of inclusion; but if the Phenomenology 
is considered to be important in its own right, its major triadic or 
dyadic divisions could be included in the reckoning; and if, as 
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Denise Souche-Dagues maintains ,° the Phenomenology is just 
one of three systematic totalities (the other two being (1) the 
Jena Logic, Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit, and 
(2) the later Encyclopedia), one’s divisions and enumerations 
might reflect this fact. But whatever principles of division and 
enumeration we adopt, we must first devote some attention to 
Hegel’s conception of what is meant by a ‘‘system,’’ and his 
own Sself-understanding concerning the difference between his 
own system and other systems, philosophical and nonphilo- 
sophical, before going on to elaborate the unique and paradoxi- 
cal aspects of the Hegelian system. 


The Various Senses of ‘‘System’’ in Hegel 


1. Nonphilosophical systems: Hegel’s discussion of non- 
philosophical systems revolves largely around a distinction 
between ‘‘analytic’’ and “‘synthetic’’ methodology—a distinc- 
tion which, Hegel will argue,’ dissolves when a dialectical- 
speculative philosophical system is perfected. 

The Hegelian distinction between the ‘‘analytic’’ and “‘syn- 
thetic” method® bears some resemblance to the Kantian distinc- 
tion between analytic judgments, which are concerned with 
purely conceptual distinctions, and synthetic judgments, which 
have to do with the enlargement of our concepts in and through 
experience.? The Hegelian distinction also resembles, in its 
larger outlines, Kant’s own well-known distinction (clarified in 
the second edition of his CPR) between analytic method, which 
begins with a concrete object or experience and works back to 
its a priori conditions, and synthetic method, which follows the 
converse route from a priori to a posteriori.'!° But Hegel’s 
definition is a bit broader than Kant’s: The analytic method, 
says Hegel,!! starts with a concrete object or problem, and 
analyzes it into the relevant universals, forces, laws, or genera 
of which it is the concretion. The synthetic method begins with 
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the concrete universal (the genus, the law, etc.) and (1) specifies 
it precisely through definition, (2) elaborates the natural divi- 
sions which distinguish the definitum from other things or 
suppositions, and (3) constructs by demonstration a theorem 
which brings to a conclusion the synthetic processes and the 
necessity of connections. Examples of the use of analytic 
method would be the separation of elements in chemistry or the 
distinction of problem-solving operations in arithmetic; an ex- 
ample of the use of synthetic method would be the development 
of the Pythagorean theorem from proofs which involve defini- 
tion and division. Hegel, like Kant, finds the clearest and most 
relevant models for the use of analytic and synthetic method in 
the physical sciences and mathematics. 

The development of a system in nonphilosophical disciplines 
is primarily a result of the employment of the synthetic meth- 
od.'* By means of system-formation, man is enabled in some 
limited way to mirror the world, which is itself a massive 
system in which everything is related to everything else. !3 This 
objective is easier to accomplish when the theme is abstract and 
relatively simple—as in geometry, which “‘has an easy task in 
giving definitions,’’ and to which alone ‘‘belongs in its perfec- 
tion the synthetic method of finite cognition.” t4 (Modern the- 
orem-oriented systems of mathematics and predicate logic 
would seem to be further examples of what Hegel called a 
‘*synthetic’’ system.) As the subject matter becomes richer and 
more complex, it is more difficult to apply the synthetic 
method, and the hard and fast separation of synthesis from 
analysis is more difficult to maintain; but systematization 
through synthesis is still possible and even necessary. For 
example, with reference to the science of law, Hegel observes 
that the denial of the possibility of systematization 


is not only an insult; it also implies that not a single 
individual has been endowed with skill enough to bring 
into a coherent system the endless mass of existing laws. 
The truth is that it is just systematization, i.e., elevation 
to the universal, which our time is pressing for without 
any limit.!> 
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This example from the sphere of law is a good illustration of 
the relative murkiness of the analytic/synthetic distinction 
when it is applied to the more concrete, complex areas of life. 
Obviously, the systematization of laws that Hegel opts for 
would involve a great deal of dependence on the ‘‘analytic”’ 
method—analysis of existing laws to determine categories, 
genera, sources, purposes, etc.—at least as a preliminary to the 
process of forming them into a ‘‘single system.” A fortiori, 
such tenuousness of the analytic/synthetic distinction prevails 
also in philosophy, which exceeds even the legal sphere in 
complexity. In fact, both the analytic and synthetic methods 
turn out, in Hegel’s estimation, to be completely *‘unservice- 
able for philosophic cognition.’’ '® 


2. Philosophical Systems: In spite of the insuperable difficulties 
involved, certain philosophers have attempted to use analytic or 
synthetic methods in their philosophizing. Christian Wolff 
made a mockery out of philosophy by his unrestrained deter- 
mination to apply the synthetic method. The paradigmatic ex- 
ample of a philosopher who used the synthetic method with 
some measure of success is Spinoza, whose use of the pro- 
cedures of demonstration appropriate to geometry resulted in an 
impressive pseudosystem, hampered by arbitrary presupposi- 
tions, e.g., concerning being (extension) and thought, a rigid 
formalism ill-suited to philosophical thinking, insufficient con- 
ceptual mediation, and failure to follow his own major principle 
(‘‘every determination is a negation’’) to its logical conclusion 
(i.e., to the negation of the negation). Schelling also, like 
Spinoza, used the synthetic method in a semispeculative man- 
ner.'” An example of a philosopher who applied the analytic 
method to philosophy would be John Locke, who in his Essay 
on Human Understanding tried to investigate thought in an 
empirical way in order to isolate and classify its essential or 
universal elements.'? Thus we might characterize Spinoza’s 
Ethics as a magnificent but futile attempt to attain the consis- 
tency of a synthetic system, at the expense of empirical com- 
prehensiveness, and Locke’s empiricism as a rich store of 
analytical investigations, without any clear unifying principle. 
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Other philosophers, ancient and modern, although for- 
tunately free from irrelevant pressures to adopt an exclusively 
analytic or exclusively synthetic method, have nevertheless 
failed for various reasons to produce a philosophical system that 
would combine comprehensiveness with consistent derivation 
and organization. For example, Plato’s interesting mathemati- 
cal speculations in the Timaeus were not really comprehensive 
enough to accommodate a philosophy of nature, as they pur- 
ported to do.! Aristotle’s teaching concerning the natural and 
spiritual universe, on the other hand, was an extensive, truly 
comprehensive ‘‘series of particular conceptions, which are 
external to one another, and in which a unifying principle, led 
through the particular, is wanting.’’2° In modern philosophy, 
Descartes elaborated principles of mathematical physics which 
are applicable to some extent to the mechanical realm but by no 
means to organic entities.2! In Hegel’s own more immediate 
philosophical milieu, Fichte elaborated some admirable sys- 
tematic principles for a subjective coordination of subject and 
object, but he failed to produce the philosophy of nature which 
alone could furnish the requisite objective coordination.2? Thus 
the consistency of Fichte’s system was maintained at the ex- 
pense of completeness. Fichte opted for a tightly articulated 
conceptual fabric ‘‘in which nothing empiric was to be admitted 
from without.’’23 But the very extremity of this ‘‘idealism’’ 
leads it ironically into a kind of absolute empiricism, insofar as 
it can achieve a semblance of completeness only through some 
‘‘extraneous impulse” which will ‘‘give filling to the empty 
‘mine’,’’ i.e., to the elaborate abstract articulations of the pure 
Ego.?4 Schelling, on the other hand, placed the emphasis on the 
content, on truth conceived objectively,?° while the rational 
superstructure is merely ‘‘presupposed,’’?© as an immediate, 
unelaborated intuition,*” applied in a merely external way to 
give the semblance of rational order to empirical contents.28 As 
a consequence of the extremity of his approach, Schelling was 
forced, like Fichte, to edge ironically into a diametrically op- 
posed position: He had to resort to a bastard idealism, casting 
the multifarious results of his investigation into an intuitively 
grasped ‘‘absolute indifference of subject and object,’’ in 
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which, as it were, “‘all cows are black’’ and all empirical details 
are forced arbitrarily into unity or consistency.?? Thus, even in 
spite of these final magnanimous efforts of Fichte and Schell- 
ing, Western philosophy had still failed to produce a system 
which could claim both rigorous and consistent conceptual 
articulation and empinical or objective completeness and com- 
prehensiveness. 

The reasons for this failure were, in Hegel’s view, partly 
external and partly internal. Externally, a certain historical 
evolution of philosophies, each with limited, one-sided prin- 
ciples or insights, 1s necessary before a refined, no longer one- 
sided system of philosophy assimilating all the one-sided prin- 
ciples can emerge.?° Internally, some philosophers simply 
failed to make use of the resources they had at hand to develop at 
least a relatively full-fledged system. The most conspicuous 
example of this latter syndrome is probably Aristotle, who 
failed to utilize fully his own seminal theory of ‘‘self-thinking 
thought.’’3! It would have conceivably been possible for Aris- 
totle to use this conceptual breakthrough as an organizing prin- 
ciple by means of which the interconnections of the universal 
and the particulars in the world could be elaborated, thus pro- 
ducing a truly consistent and unified as well as comprehensive 
system, relative to the state of culture in his era.32 

In any case, in the modern (Hegel’s) era both the external 
conditions (the historical progress of the basic insights of phi- 
losophy to their most refined development?) and the internal 
conditions (our own awareness of the limitations of the prin- 
ciples on which previous philosophies were based) made a 
final, genuinely balanced system of philosophy possible; and 
indeed, as we have seen, approximations had already been 
made to such a system through Fichte’s dialectical-speculative 
elaboration of Kant’s philosophy and Schelling’s incomplete 
revision of the Fichtean philosophy .3+ Hegel’s major contribu- 
tion, then, as he perceived it, was to carry forth the efforts of 
these immediate predecessors one step further, producing a 
system of philosophy which would encompass and assimilate 
previous philosophies ,*> or rather, simply point out and ex- 
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pound the system, the dialectical organization of philosophy 
which has been developing all along from the earliest times .7° 
The function of the philosopher, according to this interpreta- 
tion, is not to create a system (as Spinoza endeavored to do) 
but to research and recapture the main articulations of the 
dialectical dialogue/conversation that has been going on pe- 
rennially in philosophy. One might argue that the resultant 
system is ‘‘complete’’ insofar as it arrives at its pivotal con- 
cepts and theses through an exhaustive empirical investigation 
of individual and social consciousness, such as takes place in 
the Phenomenology; and that the system is ‘‘consistent’’ in the 
sense that, rising above the incessant oscillation taking place 
between subjective certitude and objective truth, it remains on 
the level of ‘‘Absolute Knowledge” and consistently elabo- 
rates the dialectical-speculative Concept associated with this 
type of knowledge. But it would be more accurate to say that, 
just as the terminological distinction between ‘‘analytic’’ and 
‘*synthetic’’ is no longer relevant when applied to the sort of 
philosophical system Hegel has in mind, neither is the distinc- 
tion between ‘‘consistency’’ and ‘‘completeness’’—which 
runs parallel to a form-content distinction—any longer viable. 
This paradox, and others as well, will become more intelligi- 
ble as we turn now to an investigation of the key idea, topic, 
and theme which, on Hegel’s account, is to be found continu- 
ously, throughout ancient, medieval, and modern philosophy, 
as a kind of central, architectonic paradox. 


The Originary Paradox in Hegel’s System 


We saw in chapter 2 that the experience of self-consciousness 
seems to be the paradigmatic paradox, and quite possibly the 
matrix out of which the sort of paradoxes associated with 
dialectical thinking are generated.’ For in a direct and immedi- 
ate fashion, self-consciousness involves a merger of major 
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opposites—subject and object, cause and effect, identity and 
difference, etc. 

It is the experience of self-consciousness that seems to have 
given rise to the concept of the ‘‘Subject-Object’’—a central 
idea in the philosophies of both Fichte and Schelling, and the 
apparent springboard for Hegel’s initial prognostications about 
the possibility of a system. Fichte, striving to carry forth the 
critical philosophy of Kant in such a way as to avoid the 
dilemma of a thing-in-itself always standing outside cognition, 
had based his own philosophy on the intuition of a ‘‘Subject- 
Object,’’ the analysis of whose dialectical relationships were 
supposed to lead in an orderly way to the derivation of an entire 
system of knowledge.?® Schelling, perceiving that Fichte’s 
Subject-Object was subjectively generated and thus not suffi- 
ciently presuppositionless, proposed to counterbalance Fichte’s 
‘“subjective’’ Subject-Object with an ‘‘objective’’ Subject- 
Object through a philosophy of nature.79 Hegel sees this as the 
major insight and contribution of Schelling (although Schelling 
himself eventually fell short of his objectives for constructing a 
system*°), and Hegel portrays the central concept of his own 
later ‘‘system’’ as but an extension and incorporation of the 
Subject-Object.*} 

Hegel himself, however, goes beyond the confines of the 
Fichtean-Schellingean idea of a Subject-Object to the some- 
what more comprehensive notion of the unity-in-distinction of 
being and thought—a notion for which Hegel develops the 
shorthand technical expressions, ‘‘Concept,’’ “‘Idea,’’ and 
“Reason.” ‘‘Concept’’ is perhaps the most intrinsically ex- 
pressive of these terms, since etymologically in German Begriff 
(from greifen) connotes a ‘‘grasp’’ or ‘‘grasping-together’’ 
(possibly ‘‘comprehension’’ would be the most exact render- 
ing), which Hegel applies specifically to the grasping-together 
of the opposition between being and thought, and other associ- 
ated oppositions.42 This ‘‘concept’’ for Hegel is not, as in 
ordinary parlance, a thought separate from reality, but incorpo- 
rates reality. Hegel employs ‘‘Idea’’ as a more advanced de- 
velopment of Concept, and ‘‘Reason”’ (Vernunft) becomes the 
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special supermediating faculty*? which self-consciousness pos- 
sesses for comprehending the synthetic totality of the concept 
and ‘‘objectivity.’’44 Hegel’s system of philosophy is con- 
cerned only with presenting totality in this latter sense—neither 
the totality of objective determinations nor the totality of deter- 
minate concepts, but the Concept’s own unity-in-distinction of 
concept and objectivity, thought and being, in the totality of its 
manifestations and interconnections.*> And it is the special task 
of modern philosophy to make this unity of thought and being 
explicit.*¢ 

As mentioned above, there is in Hegel’s view one single 
dialectical system of philosophy which has been unfolding itself 
in history from the earliest times. One way of presenting this 
sort of *“‘system’’ would be through a didactical presentation of 
its conceptual development, with minimal emphasis on the 
historical connections. But one might also present such a sys- 
tem with an emphasis on its historical evolution in and through 
individual and social consciousness, touching on the conceptual 
articulations of the system as an offshoot of the historical 
progression itself. It is this latter approach that Hegel had 
adopted in his Phenomenology of Spirit.’ The ambiguity that 
later developed as to whether the Phenomenology should be 
considered the ‘‘First Part’’ of, or an ‘‘Introduction’’ to, the 
‘*system’’ (Hegel had originally ambivalently characterized it 
in both ways), or a middle part of the system (one might draw 
this conclusion from an inspection of its place in Hegel’s later 
writings) is due in part to the impossibility of clearly separating 
these two approaches, given Hegel’s historical-conceptual no- 
tion of a single philosophical system.*® In any case, the para- 
doxical unity-in-distinction of thought and being in the Con- 
cept, the Idea, and Reason may be seen as the main theme 
continued and expanded in the development of both the Phe- 
nomenology and the later systematic works, although there is 
the following notable difference of approach and emphasis in 
the former and the latter: 

The thought-being thematic in the phenomenology: In the 
Introduction to his Phenomenology of Spirit, after criticizing 
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Kant’s undue separation of thought and being which resulted in 
the artificial problem of the ‘‘thing-in-itself,’’ Hegel presents as 
a philosophical antidote his own starting point—self-con- 
sciousness itself, the paradoxical unity-in-distinction of con- 
cept and object, consciousness and thinghood, thought and 
being .4? Then in the body of the Phenomenology he proceeds to 
show how this paradoxical relationship develops in and through 
its multiple variations—‘‘ego and object,” “‘subject and sub- 
Stance,’’ etc. In ‘*‘Sense-Certainty’’ the awareness of *‘this- 
ness’’ is shown to involve an interplay between the ego and the 
object; in ‘‘Lordship and Bondage’’ individual consciousnesses 
become related to each other as subject to object; in ‘‘Rational 
Observation’’ self-consciousness looks to the external world for 
reflections and confirmations of its own certainty of the identity 
of being and thought; in the section on rational individualization 
(chapter V.C) consciousness finds in work a means of creating 
the unity of thought and being; in ‘‘Spirit’’ human society is 
presented as an initial synthesis of thought and being which 
gradually begins to undergo disruptions which require more and 
more sophisticated devices for recapturing some semblance of 
that initial synthesis; in ““Conscience’’ a final ethical harmoni- 
zation between the individual and his milieu is portrayed; in 
‘‘Religion’’ the unity of being and thought is shown to evolve 
through various stages to its culmination in the Christian doc- 
trine of the God-man; and finally, in ‘‘Absolute Knowledge” a 
speculative system is adumbrated which will combine the high- 
est stage of subjectivity (exemplified in the subjective Fichtean 
synthesis of thought and being) with the highest stage of sub- 
stantiality (exemplified in the Christian synthesis of humanity 
and divinity) .°° 

The thought-being thematic in the encyclopedia: In the sys- 
tem proper—the logic and philosophies of nature and of spirit 
of the Encyclopedia—Hegel begins with the philosopher’s con- 
cept of “‘being,’’ that epitome of abstraction which is reached 
by a thorough thought-negation of all particular beings; and 
thus, in a very real sense, is tantamount to nothingness. From 
this initial paradox Hegel then proceeds, just as he did in the 
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Phenomenology, to derive more and more sophisticated results 
of the interaction and conjunction of being and thought until, at 
the end of the logic, this interaction and conjunction itself is 
explicitly recognized and designated by the technical term, the 
‘‘Tdea’’; but this Idea, since it actually encompasses being, 
encounters no incongruity in presenting itself objectively as 
nature; and nature, in its turn, eventually unfolding itself in 
organisms as living and thinking beings, shows that it itself is a 
full embodiment of the Idea. Finally, the emergence of an- 
thropic spirits in the organic world receives its fitting dialectical 
complement from the state as a more complex incarnation of the 
distillations and traditions of multifarious human spirits; and the 
gradual objective accretions of culture find their ultimate sub- 
jective summations in art, religion, and philosophy, in which 
being, at the terminus of its long progressions, is fully assimi- 
lated by self-conscious thought; and this latter assimilation 
receives permanent, objective expression in the highest prod- 
ucts of human culture.?! 


It has already been noted, with reference to Marxism in chapter 
4, that these two progressions of the being-thought complexus 
in the Phenomenology and in the system proper are not ‘‘first- 
order’ progressions. In contrast to Marx, Hegel does not offer 
us a systematic treatment of a material dialectic taking place in 
nature or social evolution or history, in the direct clash of people 
and events in the world. Thus Hegel cannot be portrayed with 
any exactitude as a proponent of *‘evolution,’’ whether physical 
or social.°2 In the Phenomenology, when Hegel proceeds in the 
chapter on ‘‘Observation’’ from inorganic to organic nature and 
thence to human physiology and psychology, he is talking not 
about an evolution in nature (like Darwin) or even about an 
evolution in our knowledge of nature (like, e.g., Thomas Kuhn 
in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions), but about something 
much more complex and nuanced—namely, the evolution of 
Reason in its search for an external reflection in nature of the 
inner synthesis of being and thought which it has brought about. 
In the Philosophy of Nature, when Hegel treats in great detail a 


88 PARADOX, DIALECTIC, AND SYSTEM 


progression in nature from mechanical to physical to organic 
forms, he is not talking about an evolution which has taken 
place in the material world, but about the evolution of the Idea 
of nature from the earliest stages in which the union of thought 
and being was expressed in an ‘‘abstract’’ way through the 
quantitative and mechanical formation of matter to the more 
advanced ‘‘concrete’’ stages, in which the fact of the union 
becomes maximally manifested. Thus although Hegel seems to 
be an arch-generalist touching on every conceivable thing in his 
system, he is in a more precise sense a specialist who confines 
himself strictly to an examination of a single third-order phe- 
nomenon>?—the progression of the Idea of the unity-in-distinc- 
tion of thought and being. 

Derrida, in The Margins of Philosophy, obliquely poses the 
question: If Hegel’s system is concerned with the transcendence 
(relevance, aufheben) of all limits, what then are the limits of 
Hegelian philosophy? Derrida himself suggests an answer: The 
writing-down of Hegel’s ideas, e.g., the translation of aufheben 
into the French relever (meaning both ‘‘elevate’’ and ‘‘sub- 
stitute’’), illustrates a ‘‘différance’’ which not even Hegel can 
transcend.54 But Hegel does seem to recognize the ‘‘dif- 
férance’’ in the written word (see, e.g., the Phenomenology, 
M8895, 97, 110), and the unmediatable difference of death 
(M8188). Hegel himself states: Whatever is outside of, or not 
relevant to, the speculative Idea (an example of this would be 
the contingencies of Nature, discussed in the Philosophy of 
Nature, §250) is outside the Hegelian limits. And this would 
amount to a great deal. One gets the impression that when 
Derrida speaks disparagingly of ‘‘closure’’ in the Hegelian 
system, he has in mind the ‘‘syntheses’’ of bivalent logic 
prevalent in nondialectical systems, discussed in chapter 5. But 
the Hegelian system, if it involves a collapse of the ordinary 
distinctions between thought and being, also leads to a collapse 
of the binary distinction between closure and unassimilable 
otherness (by focusing on that very limited sphere where there is 
a distinction which is no distinction, or a unity-in-distinction). 
Thus it envisions more precisely a ‘‘closure of closure and 
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alterity’’ analogous to what Hegel calls the ‘‘identity of identity 
and difference,” or to the formular completeness of Godel’s 
Incompleteness Theorem. We are dealing not with synthesis 
here, but with paradox, in which distinction is not only not 
dissolved, but perpetuates and intensifies itself. 


Corollary, Derivative, and Subsidiary 
Paradoxes 


1. Corollary paradoxes: There are certain paradoxical unities- 
in-distinction (sometimes referred to by Hegel simply as ‘‘uni- 
ties,” but with the understanding that they are not simple 
identifications) which are rather directly and intuitively con- 
nected with the Idea of the “‘unity’’ of thought and being, so that 
they could be considered corollaries to this central idea. One 
indication that they are corollaries is the fact that they are 
referred to rather frequently in various parts of Hegel’s work. 
They appear and reappear continually. The following are some 
of the chief examples: 


A. Subject and object: 
The Idea may be called, subject-obyect. . . . 35 


In the system proper the unity of “‘subject and object’ or, 
alternatively, “‘subjectivity and objectivity’’>° is used as a 
roughly synonymous designation of the idea of the unity-in- 
distinction of being and thought. 

In the Phenomenology, in the context of constant references 
to the dialectic between consciousness and self-consciousness, 
in-itself and for-itself, Hegel often uses ‘‘substance-subject’’ 
terminology, sometimes to refer to the total system of the Idea, 
which must be presented not only as substance (as in Spinoza’s 
philosophy) but also as subject;>’ but sometimes also in a more 
specific connotation, e.g., in regard to the notion of a divine 
substance.>8 
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B. Form and content: 


The Absolute Idea . . . is the pure form of the concept, 
which intuits its content as its own self.°? 


There is no content without some form, no form which does 
not in-form some content. Thus form is inseparable from con- 
tent, although distinguishable from the content. In the Idea, 
thought is the form (in the most general sense of ‘‘form’’) of 
being, while being takes on the aspect of a ‘‘content’’. Various 
specific stages of the Concept or the Idea may also be referred to 
as paradoxical unities of form and content. For example, in the 
Phenomenology, Force as a manifestation of the emerging 
Concept is demonstrated in one place to have its form trans- 
muted into content and content into form, thus freeing itself 
from the customary differentiation of form and content. 


C. Method and subject-matter: 


The method which I follow in this system of logic . . . 
is not something distinct from its object and content; for 
it is the inwardness of the content, the dialectic which it 
possesses within itself, which is the mainspring of its 
advance.®! 


The True . . . is merely the dialectical movement, this 
course that generates itself, going forth from, and re- 
turning to, itself.° 


Although, as we have seen, Hegel affirms the validity of the 
distinction between ‘‘analytic’’ and ‘“‘synthetic’’ method as 
applied to the sciences and mathematics, and admires the grand, 
if misguided, attempt of Spinoza to produce a synthetic philo- 
sophical system, he insists that the analytic-synthetic distinc- 
tion does not apply at all to a proper system of philosophy. In his 
own ‘‘dialectical-speculative’’ system, the meanings of ‘‘ana- 
lytic” and ‘‘synthetic’’ are no longer the same as they are in 
finite cognition.©3 The meanings have been fused together. One 
could say that his system is ‘‘analytic,’’ since it is concerned 
with the investigation and differentiation of concepts; but one 
could say with equal right that it is ‘‘synthetic,’’ since there is a 
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subject-matter which is organized and assimilated as ‘‘other,’’ 
elaborated and expanded through the Idea.™ It would be more 
accurate, however, to drop the terms ‘‘analytic’’ and ‘‘syn- 
thetic’’ and to speak of the self-generating method-content of 
the Idea, which proceeds from its most abstract stages (e.g., the 
dialectic of Being and Nothingness in Becoming) to its more 
concrete stages (e.g., the dialectic of consciousness and self- 
consciousness in Reason).®© Just as an organism is directed or 
‘‘programmed’’ by the inner law of its own self-contained 
teleology, so also the initial, abstract, quasi-intuitive concept of 
the interchangeability and mutual transmutability of being and 
thought possesses its own self-contained method in a fundamen- 
tal sense (‘‘method’’ etymologically derives from the Greek for 
‘‘way’’ or ‘‘path’’) which guides its unfolding or progression. 


D. Freedom and necessity: 


The enrichment [of the content] proceeds in the neces- 
sity of the Notion. . . . Each new stage of forthgoing, 
that 1s, of further determination, 1s also a withdrawal 
inwards. . . . The highest, most concentrated point is 
the pure personality which, solely through the absolute 
dialectic which is its nature, no less embraces and holds 
everything within itself, because it makes itself the su- 
premely free—the simplicity which is the first imme- 
diacy and universality. 


In his early comparison of the Fichtean and Schellingean 
systems, Hegel had insisted that the final philosophy emerging 
out of these pathfinding efforts would have to be a system 
synthesizing necessity and freedom, which are not fundamen- 
tally opposed to each other but are inseparable correlative 
aspects of the Absolute Subject-Object.©’ Hegel’s later system 
may be regarded as a lengthy and complex progression from 
those immediate, abstract stages of the being-thought com- 
plexus in which being and the necessity of being are emphasized 
to the final concrete stages (of the Philosophy of Spirit), in 
which thought and the freedom of thought are emphasized, after 
having been generated dialectically out of being. In the Con- 
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cept, necessity and freedom tend to converge. Thus the *‘neces- 
sity’’ that emerges in conformity with the Concept is not the 
mechanical necessity accruing to material interactions, but first 
appears as the ‘“‘free necessity’’ of chemical interactions which 
condition actions and reactions by means of their inner teleol- 
ogy rather than by means of the blind and dead necessity of 
external manipulation;®® and the ‘‘freedom’’ congruent to the 
Concept is not the abstract indetermination of ‘‘free choice’’ or 
even the more concrete power of self-determination, but the 
‘*infinite’’ freedom which comes to terms with the necessities in 
its environment and even comes to control them for the estab- 
lishment and perpetuation of freedom.®? 


2. Derivative and subsidiary paradoxes: I have characterized 
corollary paradoxes as those which are most directly and even 
intuitively connected with the Idea of the identity-in-difference 
of being and thought. There are other paradoxes which are also 
of pivotal importance in Hegel’s system but are less self- 
evidently connected with the Idea. For example, when Hegel 
portrays the Idea as the ‘‘unity . . . of the finite and the infinite, 
of soul and body; the possibility which has its actuality in its 
own self; that of which the nature can be thought only as 
existent,’’7° he is referring to a series of paradoxes which need 
to be derived by a system of proof from the Concept and the 
Idea, just because they are not intuitively apprehended as varia- 
tions on, or parallel to, the being-thought correlation. The 
purpose of the arguments and explanations in Hegel’s system is 
precisely to demonstrate the connection of the Idea with these 
latter paradoxes, as well as the hundreds of other subsidiary 
paradoxes which one finds throughout Hegel’s philosophical 
works, some examples of which I have given in chapter 3.7! Ido 
not wish to maintain that these derivative and subsidiary para- 
doxes can be sharply and clearly distinguished from the corol- 
lary paradoxes, since we are dealing here more with a difference 
of degree than a difference of kind. I want only to emphasize 
that it is precisely because these sorts of dialectical ‘‘conclu- 
sions’’ are more remotely and indirectly or obliquely connected 
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with their ‘‘premises’’ that a close textual reading of Hegel’s 
proof-system is necessary, and it is unfortunately not possible, 
by laying hold on some hitherto inaccessible ‘‘secret’’ of Hegel, 
to make these more remote nooks and crannies more readily 
accessible. 


Hegel’s System as Paradox: 
The Circle of Circles 


At the end of his Frankfurt period, Hegel believed in the 
subordination of philosophy, which had to do essentially with 
the finite, to religion, which alone was able to elevate the finite 
into the infinite. But at the time of his move to Jena in the early 
1800s, he began to see the possibility of a ‘‘reflection of reflec- 
tion,” for the attainment of ‘‘infinity’’ within philosophy it- 
self.’ Under the influential mentorship of Schelling, Hegel 
began to refer to the possibility of presenting the Absolute as 
truly ‘‘self-grounding.’’’> This seminal idea seems to have 
been still in Hegel’s purview as he constructed his later “‘sys- 
tem” (called an ‘‘Encyclopedia,’’ with an etymological em- 
phasis on the Greek root, xuxAd¢, ‘‘circle’’), which could be 
characterized as an intellectual structure in which the finite 
reflections of the understanding are reflected into each other 
dialectically under the aegis of Reason. This highly self- 
reflective system is described by Hegel as a ‘‘circle of circles’’: 


The whole of philosophy . . . resembles a circle of 
circles. The Idea appears in each single circle, but, at the 
same time, the whole Idea is constituted by the system 
of these peculiar phases, and each is a necessary mem- 
ber of the organization. 74 


This geometrical analogy is found also in the Science of Logic 
and is repeated in the Philosophy of Nature.’> Like most analo- 
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gies, it could be counterproductive if one were to place too 
much emphasis on it. However, like many analogies, it can also 
be a useful instrument for facilitating conceptual comprehen- 
sion, if properly understood. But in this particular case, the 
nature of the prime analogate is somewhat problematic. For it is 
not immediately obvious what is entailed by a “‘circle of cir- 
cles,’’ which could mean concentric circles, a spiral, etc. G. H. 
Haring, for example, interpreted the ‘‘circle of circles’’ motif as 
circles embedded in a rather stationary manner within larger 
circles, as in Diagram A.7° 

This diagram gives us an intimation of what Hegel’s ‘‘circle’’ 
analogy probably meant, although it does not accord com- 
pletely with Hegel’s statements to the effect that each circle 
would ‘‘return upon itself,’’”” that each individual circle would 
‘‘give rise to a wider circle,’’ 78 and that the ‘‘circle of circles’’ 
would consist of links’’’? formed from the subordinate circles. 
Haring also confines himself to Hegel’s Science of Logic as a 
circle consisting of the subordinate circles formed by being, 
essence, and Concept; while Hegel relates the ‘‘circle of cir- 
cles’’ analogy further and primarily to the system consisting of 
the three circles formed by the Logic, Philosophy of Nature, and 
Philosophy of Spirit. 

M. J. Inwood sees the ‘‘circle of circle’? imagery as an 
important expression of Hegel’s unique conception of philoso- 
phy as systematic self-reflection—that is, a massive self- 
producing, self-justifying, and self-correcting system which 
demystifies, and works out the concrete details of, Aristotle’s 
primal presentation of the Idea as ‘‘self-thinking thought.’’8° 
Hegel’s claim about the “‘circles’’ of the system returning upon 
themselves can best be understood, suggests Inwood, as a 
variation on the concept of ‘infinite circularity’’. Some exam- 
ples given by Inwood: A novel which ends up with its own 
writing as the climax; assumptions which lead to conclusions 
justifying the original assumptions, etc.®! It is in terms of such 
paradoxical recursions, says Inwood, that we can best under- 
stand the thrust of Hegel’s Encyclopedia, which starts with 
logic and ends with philosophy, whose beginning lies in logic; 
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concept 


essence 


Diagram A 


or of Hegel’s Phenomenology, in which the final stage of 
consciousness considered is the one capable of examining all its 
predecessors. 

Inwood then shows how the “‘circle of circle’’ analogy works 
itself out into diverse infinite circles in Hegel’s Encyclopedia: 
The Logic, Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit are 
all circles in the sense that they begin with, and end with, pure 
being or one of its manifestations, which sets the stage for the 
next ‘‘circle’’; the Logic is a circle also insofar as it leads to the 
Absolute Idea, which involves a survey of the whole Logic, and 
this basic pattern—of ending with a survey that takes one back 
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to the beginning—is repeated in the latter two sections of the 
Encyclopedia; the Philosophy of Spirit is a circle in a double 
sense, insofar as its ending involves a return not only to its 
beginning but to the beginning of the whole Encyclopedia; and 
the system as a totality 1s a circle insofar as it ends with 
philosophy, whose culmination is the dialectical-speculative 
Logic with which the Encyclopedia begins .82 

If we were to follow up on the geometrical analogy in line 
with Inwood’s explanation, we might end up with something 
like Diagram B. 

This schema (in which subordinate circles and subcircles are 
only implicit) does some justice to Hegel’s statements, men- 
tioned earlier, and to Inwood’s clarification. But it 1s insuffi- 
cient, if we wish to take into account Hegel’s final restatement 
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of the ‘‘circle of circles’’ analogy in terms of what Poggeler 
calls a “‘system syllogism” .83 In this final account, Hegel goes 
on to observe that each of the three larger subcircles in the 
overall circle of the system takes its turn alternatively in serving 
as a ‘‘middle term’’ for the other two, producing a total struc- 
tural ‘*syllogism’’. Thus, if we use L, N, and S to designate the 
Logic, Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit, respec- 
tively, the first syllogism produced, following Hegel’s account, 
is LNS, in which the Idea of Nature functions as ‘‘middle 
term’’; the second is NSL; and the third is SLN. The final 
picture that Hegel leaves us with is of a tripartite system in 
which each part is mediating every other part. If we wanted to 
depict the ‘ ‘circle of circles’’ model in such a way as to bring out 
these latter elaborations, we would have to abandon the pre- 
vious diagram and substitute a configuration in which the 
‘“system-circle’’ is seen as an inner continuity produced by the 
interaction of the three syllogism-circles, in which the first 
syllogism holds together L and S through the mediation of N, 
the second syllogism holds together L and N through S, and so 
forth, as in Diagram C. 

Even if this latter schema is a more accurate depiction of the 
geometrical analogy, it is, of course, just an analogy. The main 
defect of Hegel’s ‘‘circle’’ analogy is that, like the “‘paradox of 
infinity,” to which it bears a prima facie resemblance, it does 
not explicitly incorporate the contradictory element, or what 
Hegel called ‘‘the power of the negative,’’ which is essential to 
a bona fide paradox, as I argued above, and as Sarlemijn notes 
in regard to Haring’s ‘‘circles.’’8+ And so we must leave the 
analogy behind to appreciate the fact that Hegel’s system as a 
whole is a true paradox, not only involving a complex network 
of simultaneous recursions, but simultaneously holding to- 
gether the overarching, architectonic oppositions of being and 
thought, along with numerous corollary and subsidiary opposi- 
tions whose dialectical connections with the originary paradox 
will be more remotely, and certainly in some cases less convinc- 
ingly and credibly, necessitated in the unfolding of the overall 
system-paradox. 
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Diagram C 


Hegel’ s Phenomenology of Spirit and 
Circularity 


The most thorough treatment of the nature and historical genesis 
of epistemological circularity in Hegel’s system is to be found 
in Rockmore’s Hegel’s Circular Epistemology.® In this book, 
Rockmore shows how the ‘‘anti-foundationalism’’ of Hegel’s 
final system developed from a problem initially posed by Rein- 
hold, reformulated by Bardili (to whose influence Hegel re- 
sponded directly), and followed up in a Kantian context by 
Fichte in great systematic detail.8© Hegel, following Fichte’s 
lead, developed a circular system which, unlike linear systems, 
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should not need to use shaky ‘‘first principles’’ as the founda- 
tion upon which all derivations and arguments would have to be 
ultimately based. Hegel’s strategy was to depend for justifica- 
tion not on antecedent first principles but on (1) an experimental 
approach to counter the a priori, ‘‘foundationalist’’ quest for 
certitude of Descartes’ cogito; and (2) an emphasis on practice 
as a corroboration of theory—a species of corroboration mod- 
eled on Descartes’ own little-known (and highly inconsistent) 
approach in part 6 of his Discourse on Method.®’ Rockmore 
concludes, however, that, while Hegel was successful in pro- 
viding the empirical basis for certainty that Descartes could not 
provide, he was ultimately unsuccessful in his efforts to make 
the transition from certainty to truth through his neo-Cartesian 
pragmatic approach.8® The basic reason for Hegel’s failure, in 
Rockmore’s estimation, was his espousal of an irrationalist, 
anti-Enlightenment ‘‘faith in reason.’’8? 

To back up this conclusion, Rockmore relies heavily on 
Hegel’s statement in the Logic §224 that Reason must start out 
with an ‘‘absolute faith’’ in its identity with objectivity. This 
Statement in the Logic parallels the very similar statement in the 
Phenomenology §§230—33 concerning the immediate certainty 
of Reason about its union with reality (i.e., about the unity of 
thought and being). But neither in the Logic nor in the Phenom- 
enology is this taken to be a matter of mere ‘‘faith.’’ In both 
cases, further argument and development show that the proof 
for this initial “‘faith’’ is to be found in a speculative synthesis of 
theory and practice. The presentation of the synthesis is the 
most detailed in the Phenomenology M§§$394ff., where die 
Sache selbst, Reason’s final emergence into an individual con- 
sciousness no longer hampered by the discrepancy between the 
in-itself and the for-itself, or between certitude about the in- 
itself and the truth of the for-itself, is described, and even 
defined as ‘‘the absolute’? (M§420), not to be confused with 
‘‘Absolute Knowledge” (Speculative Philosophy), whose 
emergence out of the social and cultural consciousness is de- 
scribed several hundred pages later in the Phenomenology. This 
interesting and much misunderstood section on die Sache 
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selbst, which portrays a situation (somewhat analogous to the 
Kierkegaardian ‘‘task’’) in which an individual takes himself 
and his own ethical milieu as both his practical goal and his 
prime theoretical interest, would seem to be the final expression 
that Hegel himself saw as the ‘‘truth’’ corresponding to Rea- 
son’s initial certitude in M§232. In the Logic the parallel syn- 
thesis comes with the [theoretical-practical] Absolute Idea 
(§236). Rockmore, in assessing the success of Hegel’s cir- 
cularity, would have to focus on this self-mediating stage, 
rather than on a stage of ‘‘immediate certainty’’ in the dialecti- 
cal development. 

Unlike Rockmore, Richard Winfield finds Hegel quite suc- 
cessful in developing an antifoundational approach to truth, 
even more successful than Rorty, Davidson, and other contem- 
porary would-be antifoundationalists. The dependence of the 
latter on a coherence theory of truth necessitates some ‘‘ulti- 
mate context,’’ which functions in a foundational way. Hegel 
himself, according to Winfield, avoids such an aporia by his 
architectonic idea of knowledge as a result which corroborates 
its starting point, a representation which is identical with the 
object represented, and a philosophical standpoint which sums 
up and explicates the truth of all previous standpoints.9° 

In discussing the ‘‘epistemology’’ of any philosopher, a 
distinction has to be made, first of all, between (1) his use, 
possibly implicit, of an epistemology or epistemological pre- 
suppositions in his work (e.g., on metaphysics or ethics), and 
(2) his specific treatment of epistemology. Rockmore, in con- 
centrating primarily on Hegel’s Logic (which is Hegel’s re- 
sponse to metaphysics) and on the rest of Hegel’s Encyclope- 
dia, is considering Hegel’s epistemology primarily in the first 
sense. 

Does Hegel have an epistemology in the second sense? Here 
again a distinction must be made: Just as Hegel’s Logic is meant 
to replace metaphysics in the usual sense of the word,?! so also 
Hegel’s Phenomenology is in great part, among other things, 
Hegel’s answer to epistemology. The first half of the Phenome- 
nology could well be portrayed as a series of theoretical and 
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practical epistemological dilemmas produced by various natu- 
ral and historical approaches to certitude and truth, examined by 
Hegel with methodological skepticism and empirical com- 
prehensiveness for the purpose of establishing an ‘‘absolute’’ 
standpoint above such dilemmas. These systematic analyses of 
certitude and truth are not ‘‘strictly’’ an epistemology because 
they are not concerned with our attainment of truth about the 
world, or even about ‘‘the Absolute,’’ as something distinct 
from consciousness. Rather, as Hegel makes clear in his Intro- 
duction, in order to avoid such scholastic, Cartesian, and Kant- 
ian dilemmas, he will be focusing on a special ‘‘object’’ which 
is never a ‘‘thing-in-itself’’—namely, self-consciousness it- 
self, which as self-consciousness is a unity of concept and object 
and as consciousness proper is the distinction of concept from 
object. The Phenomenology is concerned with certitude 
(knowledge) and truth (the objectivity corresponding to knowl- 
edge)—traditional topics for treatment in an epistemology— 
except that the overt ‘‘subject-matter’’ in the Phenomenology is 
restricted to self-consciousness and Spirit, in consideration of 
which the traditional epistemological stances undergo dialecti- 
cal and paradoxical reversals. Thus it might be more accurate to 
characterize the analysis of certitude and truth in the Phenome- 
nology as ‘‘para-’’ or as ‘“meta-’’ epistemological. 

It must also be taken into account that, as Péggeler and 
Bonsiepen have emphasized, the ‘‘dialectic of certitude and 
truth’’ seems to be replaced, in the last half of the Phenomenol- 
ogy (chapters VI-VIII) with a ‘‘dialectic of Substance and 
Subject.” The reason for this is that, as Hegel announced in his 
Introduction (M§232), the ‘‘phenomenology of conscious- 
ness’’ would reach its terminus at that point where there is 
finally a correspondence between concept and object, certitude 
and truth. This point is reached in a preliminary way in the 
chapter on Self-Consciousness (M8174), which possesses an 
immediate ‘“‘certainty of its truth,’’ and in a conclusive way 
with die Sache selbst at that point where the ‘‘ Absolute Con- 
sciousness’” is attained (M§420).92 From that point, which 
marks the definite transition from the phenomenology of con- 
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sciousness to the phenomenology of Spirit, the phenomenology 
is no longer concerned with the quasi-epistemological problem, 
of bringing certitude and truth into correspondence, but with the 
uniquely Hegelian problem, of showing how this correspon- 
dence unfolds differentially in the ‘‘ethical substance’’ and in 
‘‘religion.’”’ 

The gradually transcended dialectic of certitude and truth, 
which (as we shall see) provides the basis for the ‘‘circularity’’ 
of the Phenomenology, proceeds in its larger outlines as fol- 
lows: 

A. Consciousness, beginning with Sense-Certainty, finds 
that the truth of Sense-Certainty is in Perception, then that the 
truth of Perception is in the Understanding (of Force), and 
finally that the truth of the Understanding (and of Conscious- 
ness-in-General) is in the Infinite Concept (Se/f-Conscious- 
ness). 

B. Self-Consciousness, as the truth of Consciousness, begins 
with the immediate certainty of its truth (M§174), and imple- 
ments its ‘‘Desire’’ to make this certainty explicit and objective 
through the freedom of self-consciousness from external other- 
ness (attained by transition through the Master-Slave dialectic, 
stoicism, skepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness). In fi- 
nally resolving the dichotomies of the Unhappy Consciousness, 
it becomes the certitude/truth of Consciousness/Self-Con- 
sciousness, i.e., it becomes what Hegel refers to technically as 
“Reason. ”’ 

C. Reason, then beginning as the certainty of the unity of 
being and thought, reality and ego, looks for the objective 
‘‘proof’’ or truth of this unity first (D) through the observation 
of nature, then (E) in practical self-actualization, and finally (F) 
in die Sache selbst, in which the synthesis of truth and certainty 
in Reason becomes explicit. 

This final synthesis is developed in the world first as (G) 
Spirit, which passes historically from the truth of the synthesis 
of reason in the Ethical Substance to the certainty of the synthe- 
sis in Conscience; and second as (H) Religion, which passes 
atemporally from the mere certainty of the synthesis of Reason 
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in Nature-Religion to the explicit truth of the synthesis in 
Revealed Religion. The coordination of both of these transi- 
tions (G and H) finally takes place (I) in speculative philosophy 
(Absolute Knowledge), which gives conceptual expression to 
the perennial imaginative representations of Religion. 

Speculative Philosophy, however, must continually return to 
its empirical grounding in (A) the phenomenology of Con- 
sciousness (see M§806). And so the ‘‘epistemological’’ seg- 
ments of the circuit begin all over again. 

The preceding developments give rise to a prima facie ‘‘cir- 
cle of circles,” which can be diagrammed in a way analogous to 
the initial diagram of the ‘‘circle of circles’’ in the Encyclopedia 
(see page 96 above and Diagram D). 

However, just as our preliminary prima facie interpretation 
of the Encyclopedia had to be supplemented by one which 
would take into account Hegel’s own final self-interpretation in 
terms of the ‘‘syllogism of syllogisms,’’ so also Diagram D 
on the following page must be supplemented with a view to 
Hegel’s own self-interpretation as expressed primarily in the 
two massive architectonic recapitulations of the Phenomenol- 
ogy at the beginning of the chapters on Religion (M§§679-82) 
and on Absolute Knowledge (M§§789-93, 798-800). These 
recapitulations as well as Hegel’s other frequent recapitulations 
and anticipations are essential for a comprehension of the over- 
all structure of the Phenomenology. 

P.-J. Labarrière has differentiated and categorized these 
‘‘parallel’’ structures and movements in his excellent and com- 
prehensive structural and dynamic analysis of the Phenomenol- 
ogy.? Labarriére’s interpretation of the circular developments 
in the Phenomenology explicitly takes into account Hegel’s 
remarks (in the passages just cited above) to the effect that (1) 
chapters I-VI of the Phenomenology constitute the ‘‘totality of 
Spint’’ in its ‘“‘consciousness’’; (2) Religion, the ‘‘self-con- 
sciousness of Spirit,” in its own autonomous circular develop- 
ment, gathers together the ‘‘universal moments’’ which in 
previous sections of the Phenomenology were associated with 
the manifestation of particular ‘‘shapes’’ (Gestalten); and (3) 
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Diagram D 


Absolute Knowledge is the unification of (a) the reconciliation 
of Consciousness with Self-Consciousness in Spirit, and (b) the 
reconciliation of Self-Consciousness with Consciousness in 
Religion. If we examine three of Labarriére’s illustrative dia- 
grams successively, we will see in the third diagram how Hegel 
probably understood the final ‘‘circularity’’ of the Phenomenol- 
Ogy. 

Note in Figure 1 that the ‘‘totality of Spirit’ referred to by 
Hegel comprises not just chapter VI, entitled ‘‘Spint,’’ but 
chapters I-VI. Note also that the ‘‘phenomenology of con- 
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Fig. 1 Spirit's Reconciliation of Consciousness and Self-Consciousness in 
[Kantian] Morality and [Fichtean] Conscience. (Adapted from Pierre-Jean 
Labarriére, Structures et mouvement dialectique dans la Phénoménologie 

de |’Esprit de Hegel [Paris: Aubier, 1968]. Reprinted with the permission 
of the author and publisher) 


Sciousness’’ up to and including ‘‘Real Individuality” provides 
the background or foundation for Spirit Proper. 

In Figure 2 we see how the three stages of Religion are, as 
Hegel indicates ($681), self-conscious extensions of Spirit in- 
itself, for-itself, and in-and-for-itself, in a double sense: Na- 
ture-Religion is a continuation (vertically) of Spirit-in-itself 
(Consciousness) and also (horizontally) of the moments of the 
‘‘in-itself’? which pervade Consciousness, Self-Conscious- 
ness, and Reason/Spirit; Art-Religion is a continuation not only 
of Spirit for-itself (Self-Consciousness) but also of the abstract 
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Fig. 2 Religion’s Reconciliation of Self-Consciousness and Consciousness 
in Revealed Religion [Christianity]. (Adapted from Pierre-Jean Labarrière, 
Structures et mouvement dialectique dans la Phénoménologie de |’ Esprit de 
Hegel (Paris: Aubier, 1968]. Reprinted with the permission of the author 
and publisher) 


moments of the for-itself in Consciousness, Self-Conscious- 
ness, and Reason/Spint; and Revealed Religion is a continua- 
tion not only of Spirit in-and-for-itself (Reason/Spirit) but also 
the abstract moments of the in-and-for-itself in consciousness, 
self-consciousness, and reason/spirit, including such figures as 
the ‘‘Suprasensible world’’ (in consciousness), the ‘‘Unhappy 
Consciousness’’ (in self-consciousness), and (in Spirit) the 
‘‘Absolute Being’’ projected as the reward and rewarder of 
Kantian morality (see M§§673-76). 

Figure 3 depicts how Absolute Knowledge takes for its 
‘*Form’’ the total dialectical circuit of Spirit portrayed in Figure 
1, which reaches its highest spiritual form in the Fichtean 
practical philosophy; and takes its “‘Content’’ from the total 
circuit of Spirit’s self-consciousness, i.e., Religion, which ac- 
quires its Total Content and final objectification in the Christian 
community. Absolute Knowledge itself, then, is the final philo- 
sophical form given to the main figurative tenets or doctrines of 
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Fig. 3 Absolute Knowledge as the Reflection of Reflection, or the 
Reconciliation of the Two Reconciliations. (Adapted from Pierre-Jean 
Labarriére, Structures et mouvement dialectique dans la Phénoménologie 
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the Christian religion, which functions as the speculative con- 
tent.?4 

One obstacle to an understanding of the highly organized 
circular structure of the Phenomenology has been a lack of 
attention to the basic triadic networking which is the generator 
of the ‘‘circularity’’ in this work. The tremendous surge of 
books on the Phenomenology in the last ten years?> may be 
partly due to the fact that the Phenomenology, with less of the 
incessant explicit triads than the Encyclopedia, is more attrac- 
tive to professional interpreters in an intellectual milieu where 
formalism and rationalism are looked down upon. But tnads 
and subtriads there are, not only the ones that Hegel explicitly 
announces in the titles and subtitles, but implicit triads from the 
very beginning, e.g., in the first chapter, ‘“Sense-Certainty,’’ 
(1) the essentiality of the object (M§93), (2) the essentiality of 
the ego (M§101), and (3) the essentiality of reciprocity between 
ego and object (M§103); and in the third type of reciprocity a 
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subtriad (M8107) of (a) the ‘‘now,’’ (b) the negation of the 
‘‘*now’’ (the ‘‘has been’’), and (c) the ‘‘negation of the nega- 
tion” (the reinstatement of a universal **now’’). Literally hun- 
dreds of examples could be given, but one still finds commenta- 
tors claiming, possibly out of embarrassment, that Hegel put no 
stock in ‘‘tnplicity.’’° 

Another impediment to the understanding of the overall cir- 
cular structure of the Phenomenology is the unwarranted claim, 
first proposed by Theodore Haering, that the last sections of the 
Phenomenology were largely long, hastily written, and erratic 
afterthoughts, not in line with Hegel’s original intentions. The 
most recent proponent of this thesis is Robert Solomon, who 
quotes ‘‘Poggeler’’ (no source given) as in agreement with 
Haering and himself.?’? This reference to Otto Péggeler is 
strange, since Poggeler, while allowing that there was a shift of 
emphasis during the writing of the Phenomenology,?® resolu- 
tely rejects Haering’s thesis.2? One who accepts Haering’s 
thesis would, of course, be averse to recognizing any circularity 
in the Phenomenology as a whole. 

There is evidence that Hegel believed his eight years as a 
high-school instructor and principal helped him to achieve 
greater clarity as a philosopher. An increase in clarity is notice- 
able in the Encyclopedia, insofar as editorial cues—subtitles, 
etc.—are supplied to the grateful reader to help break up the 
complex arguments into their natural divisions. But the earlier 
Phenomenology, lacking such cues, and also bulging in some 
places from a wealth of material, while overly lean in other 
places, nevertheless is a sustained dialectical development of 
thought like the Encyclopedia, and results, like the latter, in a 
circular system or, perhaps more precisely, a circular reflection 
of the system. 190 


Circularity and Philosophical Paradox 


At the end of W. T. Stace’s well-known Hegel, which is a 
paraphrase of Hegel’s Encyclopedia, there is a massive fold-out 


Hegel’s Dialectical-Paradoxical System 109 


chart which delineates all the triads, subtriads, sub-subtriads, 
etc., of Hegel’s mature System. Used as a ready-reference 
guide to contents, such a chart might be useful, but it is also a 
threat to the proper understanding of Hegel, insofar as it pre- 
sents the Encyclopedia as a linear, and indeed formalistic, 
system. 

We help to minimize this theoretical threat by presenting the 
Encyclopedia and/or the Phenomenology, in accord with 
Hegel’s own metaphorical characterization, as a ‘‘circle,’’ or 
even a ‘‘circle of circles,’ and also, as was mentioned 
above, !9! by recognizing the contradictory or paradoxical ele- 
ment in this circularity. But here again, it is necessary to 
emphasize the difference between logical-semantical and 
philosophical paradox, discussed in chapter 3. If, for example, 
Hegel’s systematic circularity is understood after the manner 
of the standard logical paradoxes of ‘‘infinite circularity’’ (as a 
cursory reading of some of Inwood’s examples might im- 
ply!02), Hegel’s system cannot escape from the shadow of 
suspicion of being a ‘‘circulus vitiosus.’’ Such a circle of 
course would constitute no improvement over the defects ger- 
mane to linear systematicity. And so at this point it is neces- 
sary to reemphasize the fact that systematic circularity in 
Hegel is of a special sort—the dialectical circularity of philo- 
sophical paradox, in which two opposed or contradictory ideas 
are joined together in such a way that they complement and 
confirm each other, and transform themselves into each other. 
Philosophical paradox is the inseparable concomitant to cir- 
cularity in both the Phenomenology and the Encyclopedia. 

To sum up: In the Phenomenology, the primary, overarching 
paradox is the transformation in our experience (and in Spirit in 
general) of consciousness into self-consciousness, substance 
into subject, and vice versa. In the Encyclopedia, the pivotal 
paradox is the unity-in-distinction of the thought of being (in the 
Logic) and the being of thought (beginning in the Philosophy of 
Nature and finding fullest expression in the cultural and histori- 
cal analyses of the Philosophy of Spirit). And it 1s noteworthy 
that in the latter opus, what started out as an oxymoron with 
Parmenides—that it is the same thing to be, and to be thought— 


110 PARADOX, DIALECTIC, AND SYSTEM 


is transformed into the most massive and sustained instance in 
the history of philosophy of the systematic dialectical develop- 
ment of a conceptual paradox. 


Conclusion 


In this book I have focused my attention on paradox, dialectic, 
and system as three factors, each of which is important in its 
own right and bears some significant relationships to the oth- 
ers, especially in Hegel’s system. If we were to confine our 
attention to the fourth and fifth forms of dialectic considered in 
chapter 4—in which opposition in and among ideas is en- 
tailed—it would seem that almost any combination of the 
three factors is possible, and/or actually achieved. For exam- 
ple, we could say that with Nicholas of Cusa we have paradox 
and the rudiments of systematization, with a minimum of ex- 
plicitly dialectical argumentation; Kant’s ‘‘Transcendental 
Dialectic’’ 1s a manifestation of dialectic without paradox in 
the strict sense (as holding together opposites) and without 
incorporation into a system; the **dialectical materialism’’ of 
Engels and the ‘‘historical materialism’’ of Marx give us an 
eclectic use of dialectic in a not-completely dialectical system 
of socioeconomic criticism, generating intermittent ironies, 
contradictions, and reversals, but without the bourgeois solace 
of metaphysical paradoxes which incorporate the oppositions 
which they transcend; in Kierkegaard we certainly find some 
remnants of a reinterpreted Hegelian dialectic and dialectical 
terminology (e.g., between the different elements of the self, 
between the concrete and the abstract, the ‘‘in-itself’’ and the 
‘‘for-itself’’) and some metaphysical paradoxes, as well as the 
peculiarly Kierkegaardian revision of paradox (Christianity as 
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the paradox), but a resolute opposition to the idea of a philo- 
sophical system; in Nietzsche we find multifarious paradoxes, 
not only in the aphorisms but in the books and essays, but 
without any explicit attention to dialectical methodology, and, 
like Kierkegaard, an aversion to systems; and in the works of 
the British neo-Hegelian F. H. Bradley we encounter an 
elaborate, somewhat monistic system which—more like Plato 
than Hegel—attempts to transcend the contradictions of the 
world to attain a nonparadoxical, nondialectical vision of ide- 
alized reality. Finally, in the work of some contemporary post- 
structuralists and hermeneuticists, we encounter interesting 
philological analyses of the generation of dialectic and para- 
doxes, and (in Dernda’s work) a paradoxical concept of an 
infrastructural system of differences impervious to, and sub- 
versive of, dialectical systematization. (The latter position is 
particularly difficult to maintain, since it could easily be mis- 
taken for an anti-system, and thus living proof of the sort of 
dialectical opposition it wants to get away from.) | 

In contrast to all these efforts in modern philosophy, Hegel 
combined all three elements—paradox, dialectic, and sys- 
tem—to create a unique and rather ingenious homeostasis. And 
this, indeed, seems to be his peculiar contribution (but also, as 
Hegel himself grants, a contribution indebted to the efforts of 
his predecessor Fichte and his early collaborator Schelling) to 
modern philosophy. As a by-product of this main contribution, 
Hegel also gives us an interesting model of what a complete and 
consistent philosophical system—if such a thing be possible— 
might look like. 

Earlier in this book, we saw that it is highly doubtful whether 
Hegel’s dialectic could be formalized. This is because ‘‘formal- 
ization’’ conceptually is germane to a more traditional logic, in 
which a strong distinction between “‘form’’ and ‘‘content’’ is 
assumed. But, servatis servandis, the triadic development that 
we find in Hegel’s system is itself perhaps the closest approxi- 
mation to “‘formalization’’ one could hope to find in a dialecti- 
cal system. In keeping, however, with Hegel’s refusal to sepa- 
rate form and content, this ‘‘formalization’’ is intentionally 
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entwined with its content, instead of being presented as a 
system of inference rules, variables, constants, and operators. 
Thus, if one were to try to produce the sort of system for which 
Hegel 1s noted, some nonformalistic employment of what Hegel 
called ‘‘the method of triplicity’’ might be required—although 
not necessarily to the extent that it is employed by Hegel. 

In our time there is an immense interest in dialectic and 
‘*dialectics.’’ Every month or so another book having to do in 
some way with this subject sees the light of day. But—as also is 
the case with words like ‘‘democracy’’ and ‘‘philosophy’’ 
itself—one finds that a wide variety of often incompatible 
meanings are parading around in the dress of univocity. The 
thrust of this book has been to the effect that dialectic, in its 
higher stages of development, is inseparably intertwined with 
paradox. For example, a dialectical ‘‘synthesis’’ which merged 
opposites (as in a compromise) instead of retaining and per- 
petuating a clash of opposites (as in a paradox) would be 
suspect. An additional implication of the position defended in 
this book is that the frequently lamented failure of philosophy 
up through the centuries to come up with a single universally (or 
even generally) accepted truth may be due to the traditional 
avoidance, by “‘mainstream’’ philosophers, of philosophical 
paradox and the dialectic that is associated with it. In other 
words, it may be the case that our sole moderately satisfactory 
hope of presenting the more important philosophical truths is 
through paradoxes. The fact that Hegel, by a kind of instinct of 
reason, inched into the formulation of a system in which the 
‘*Absolute Idea” would, when properly attended to, systema- 
tize itself instead of requiring our arbitrarily devised systematiz- 
ations, brings us to the absolute limits of ‘‘system-building”’ 
itself, but not to the interdiction of further attempts at the 
systematization of dialectic. 
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